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HARTMAN IN MEXICO 

 
Leon Pomeroy and Ricardo Ortiz Certucha 

 

LEON POMEROY, Ph.D., is Past President of the Robert S. Hartman Institute and The 

International Academy of Preventive Medicine (IAPM). Following retirement from the Brooklyn 

Hospital of the Department of Veteran Affairs Outpatient Clinic and his Manhattan Private 

Practice, he retired to Lunenberg, Massachusetts, where he devoted five years to writing The New 

Science of Axiological Psychology, summarizing twenty-five years of research establishing the 

empirical validity of Hartman’s definition of good, theory of value, and profiling methodology. 

Research that transformed Hartman’s theory of value into an empirical science of values, achieved 

by integrating the rationality of mathematics and logic with empiricism. He then retired to 

Northern Virginia, where he is an Adjunct Professor at George Mason University, conducts a 

private practice, consults for Chapman Senior Care of Richmond, and blogs for Psychology Today 

magazine. 

 

RICARDO ORTIZ CERTUCHA, Director General, Axiotac, SA de CV, studied Business 

Administration, Psychometrics, Philosophy, Formal Axiology, Law, Political Science, Math, and 

Economics at the National University of Mexico. He obtained a diploma from the London School 

of Economics and studied at Stanford University, Texas A&M, Georgia State University, MIT, 

and the Ecole Hotelier of Lausanne. Ricardo Ortiz also studied economics and social development 

at Zagreb University. He has enjoyed the distinction of teaching at several universities in Mexico 

for the past 30 years, and he currently owns and operates his own company specializing in 

Axiology, Economics, and Management. 

 

Abstract 

 

What follows is a lengthy interview with Ricardo Ortiz Certucha of Mexico City. It was begun 

when we met at the October 2013 and 2014 meetings of the RSHI at Knoxville, Tennessee. He 

agreed to continue our interview by email, and what follows is what I learned. 

 

Introduction 

 

My extended interview with Ricardo Ortiz began with the 2012 and 2013 meetings of the Robert 

S. Hartman Institute at Knoxville, Tennessee. He had the good fortune of meeting Professor 

Hartman when he was young. In an effort to learn more about Hartman’s life in Mexico I began 

asking Ricardo questions concerning his memory of those early years. In his early 20s, Ricardo 

was a student of Professor Hartman, with whom he came to enjoy a special relationship. It became 

more than that of student and teacher, for they became close personal friends. Ricardo found 

himself assisting Hartman in many ways. During the period of Hartman’s involvement with the 

Automated Diagnosis and Detection Clinic (CLIDDA) and Management Issues, Ricardo, a 

business and law major, undertook writing a thesis dealing with AxioAdministration, which his 

mentor, Hartman, took considerable interest in. In this interview, Ricardo provides many 

interesting insights into the personality and activities of Hartman in Mexico. 
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Ricardo, please tell us about yourself. 

 

I am Ricardo Ortiz, and am now 65 years old. I enjoy life and am free to do pretty much what I 

want to do. I am a fighter who likes innovations, and I like to create and explore new frontiers and 

theories. I’ve always been this way. I don’t give up easily when I find something meaningful. I’ll 

be honest, I was young and I totally concentrated on learning as much as I could about everything 

I could, and not just about values. I was not preoccupied with values. I had many other interests, 

but in time I became involved with the interests and worries of Professor Hartman. By working 

independently, I have done more axiological research and more applications than most, and I hope 

to complete my assessment of some two million cases this year.  

 

Please share some of your earliest memories. 

 

I recall that in 1971 Professor Hartman worked with the Federal Electricity Commission and with 

Dr. Mario Calles, who was Head of the Security, Health, and Welfare Department. It concerned a 

matter not only of great interest to him, but also one with a very promising future. The meetings I 

was invited to attend involved applying his test (i.e., the Hartman Value Profile or HVP), grading 

it, and presenting the results. Those we tested were always interested and welcomed us. The 

General Director of the institution was Jose Lopez Portillo, who had the support of the President 

of Mexico. He later became a member of the Ministry of Finance Secretariat, and he was President 

of Mexico from 1976 to 1982. I never knew the details of Hartman’s involvement with him, but 

Hartman did have a very important contract, which in the end didn’t include me. 

 Other work included meeting with physicians once a week. I don’t remember psychologists 

taking part in those meetings. I have to say the relation he had with most physicians was better 

than the relation he had with most psychologists. Such work-meetings were very polite. I was there 

when Hartman interpreted test results to those present, and we were always surprised and satisfied 

to see the expressions on the faces of tested individuals.  

 Hartman was happy with the results and spoke of great plans for the future, but he was 

uncomfortable about not being able to dedicate more time to this because he had so many other 

projects. I suspect they weren’t as interesting to him, nor did they give him as much attention and 

recognition as this one involving the increased productivity of physicians using “medical-

axiological diagnosis.” Unfortunately, the project was more involved and took longer than he 

wished. 

 In our collaborative work, I was entrusted to work with the Computing Systems Department, 

but they worked with great sluggishness, always complaining and arguing about too much work, 

which ended up as quarrels among academic departments. The working relationship I established 

with all of them did allow me to process my dissertation data on their big computer two years later. 

 I confess I shared Hartman’s grief over not being able to spend more time on these projects. 

We were always too busy with other research activities that interested us. I think he knew those 

were not as important as this one, and that troubled him. In the end, he didn’t find the time, and 

the few occasions he spent with the physicians allowed the project to grow cold. In the end he lost 

an opportunity to become close to someone destined to become President of Mexico. 

 

 

 

 



 Hartman in Mexico 3 

Can you tell me more about the man and his illness? 

 

He had a lot of worries. It seemed to me he was always under some kind of pressure. He had many 

jobs and requests to deal with all sorts of things, and all at the same time. Maybe it was more than 

he could manage. Perhaps for this reason, he paid little attention to his health and finally to his 

illness. I remember he was always in a hurry and under pressure, and for him health was not a 

priority. I’d say, even though he was only 64 years old, he appeared much older.  

 I remember he went to the USA to see a doctor, and also doctors in Europe, as he began to feel 

worse. Once he asked me to recommend a doctor, and I told him I didn’t know any doctors in 

Cuernavaca. I did tell him that amoebas were common in Mexico and that he should go to a 

Mexican clinic where any doctor there could help him with that. As the end approached, I don’t 

know what he did to help himself. All I know is that Rita called me telling me he was very sick, 

and then in the next call she said he had passed away. [Editorial note: Rita Hartman will give much 

more information about Bob Hartman’s illness in “Rita Hartman on the Death of Robert S. 

Hartman,” published toward the end of this issue.] 

 

Can you tell me about the circumstances that resulted in your meeting Professor Hartman and 

becoming his student and friend? 

 

My brother was a professor at the faculty of Architecture at the National University of Mexico. He 

was 8 years older than I was, but he knew me well. He decided to introduce me to a man considered 

by many at the time to be an outstanding professor, and I accepted. At the time, I was a student of 

Business Administration and not Philosophy. 

 I attended Professor Hartman’s class. Later he asked why I wanted to be there. I responded that 

I wanted to learn and experience new ideas, big ideas, and I thought I could learn from him. 

Hartman liked my answer. That was how I became his student. After my brother introduced us, he 

never returned. From then on, Hartman became my teacher, my friend and my partner. He was the 

expert, and I wanted to learn everything I could from him without restrictions. By the way, my 

classmates didn’t welcome me. They were much older, and they were already philosophers. I found 

myself among a bunch of smart guys without any background in philosophy, or so they made me 

understand. I didn’t know philosophy. I accepted that and was determined to learn all I could along 

with them. It was all new to me, and so I didn’t have any prejudices, pre-conceived notions, or 

blocks. After class I kept asking Hartman serious questions. This made him see I was really 

interested, so he became my tutor. In the end I would write a thesis that changed my life and 

interests forever! I then dedicated part of my time to studying formal axiology and sharing with 

others what I had learned and created. 

 

What became of your profession? 

 

I studied Business Administration, math, economics, political science, and law after I studied with 

Professor Hartman. I was always guided by what I learned with him. I learned by reading many of 

his books and papers and by listening to his lectures, and I had private discussions at his home 

twice a week. During this period, I witnessed the extremely bad antagonisms between Hartman, 

psychoanalysts, and other so called “experts and geniuses.” Those challenges motivated me as 

well. 
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Can you recall any unusual encounters between Professor Hartman and others? 

 

Yes. It was early 1972. Hartman asked me to join him at the hotel where we always met. I think it 

was on Balsas Street. He wanted me to be present at a planned meeting with some others. I 

expected it to be the usual study meeting, since it was at a place close to where we usually met, 

namely the CFE premises. Hartman had a service agreement with the department’s Senior Officer 

at the time and its Head, who later became Secretariat of Finance, and four years later, President 

of Mexico. 

 A few minutes after I arrived, Hartman drove up in his old black Ford with his driver, Abacú. 

We then drove to the entrance of Sanborn’s restaurant near the Angel monument, a pleasant place 

located next to the great Sheraton Hotel. The most interesting part to tell is that between the afore 

mentioned restaurant and the hotel there is, up to this day, a bar with a wide terrace, where the CIA 

at the time gathered in Mexico during the cold war. Its offices and agents were very active, since 

Americans, and especially their President, saw communists everywhere and suspected everyone.  

 We sat at a nice table. Within minutes, two agents, who could not hide their identity, 

approached us. They sat without asking permission or introducing themselves in a high-handed 

manner, suggesting they owned the world. 

 And now the interesting part: I was only 22 at the time, and I didn’t know what the meeting 

was all about. I just assumed it was about our work. My presence surprised the two men. They 

didn’t know what I was doing there sitting next to my Professor, who never explained my presence. 

Without an explanation, one of them became aggressive. He told Hartman something I didn’t 

understand. I felt his tone was aggressive. I have always been impulsive and determined, and I 

became even more so. Without hesitation, I raised my voice to the agent and demanded he not 

speak that way. I remember that Hartman liked my response and even smiled, unlike the strangers 

who didn’t like me and didn’t smile. I didn’t like them either. 

 The meeting was short. They seemed to disappear as quickly as they appeared. Later I found 

out they didn’t like Hartman’s position as an MIT Professor, his brilliance, his free spirit, and his 

free thought. Worth mentioning is that, in the words of Professor Hartman, those were the days in 

Mexico, especially the National Autonomous University of Mexico, that everyone enjoyed true 

academic freedom and freedom of philosophic thought, unlike the rest of the world.  

 Hartman took me back to the hotel entrance and said good-bye without further explanation. I 

thanked him for his confidence in inviting me. In the end, it was a most memorable and educational 

experience. It was another great day for me, and although he could be strict and severe towards 

me, it was his way of showing affection. He often repeated, “Work, study and learn, or never come 

back.” This became my motto. 

  

I met Dr. Salvador Roquet, the Mexican psychiatrist, at a Cape Cod Seminar, where I learned 

for the first time that he had worked with Hartman in Mexico. It was Dr. Roquet’s 

demonstration of the Hartman Value Profile (HVP) that got me interested in Hartman’s theory 

of value and which resulted in my programmatic research testing its validity. I know Hartman 

and you had reservations about Roquet’s therapy sessions with patients, but can you tell us 

anything about your encounters with Roquet? 

 

Based on my experience, Hartman was not especially attracted to the works and methods of 

psychologists and psychotherapists in general. He had an understanding of Freud’s psychoanalytic 

theory and practices, which dominated Mexican psychology at the time, and he revealed this in 
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some of his writings. His relation with most Mexican psychologists, psychotherapists, and 

psychiatrists was not positive. My understanding of this is based on the fact that he liked 

methodical and orderly reasoning and deductions, beyond anything these clinicians could provide. 

Of course, they didn’t appreciate Hartman’s approach, preferring to trust their subjective guts and 

clinical perceptions. 

 I confess that now, with over 44 years of experience with Formal Axiology, I still have the 

same feeling regarding these self-proclaimed behavioral specialists. I agreed with Hartman and 

sided with him against traditional psychoanalysis and behaviorists. Given that their methods are 

so dramatically opposed to what Hartman was doing, this was not a difficult position for me.  

 It is worth mentioning how complicated, hard, and tiring it is to analyze human behavior and 

remain objective when dealing with clients and patients. Scientists have a way of cultivating an 

objective perspective that clearly separates the object of study from the observer. I recall that 

Hartman would often say, “A chemical substance is not casually mixed with sulfuric acid when 

working in a laboratory,” unlike therapists who think they can do it with their patients. Given the 

discipline of axiology, the conclusions, terms, and grammar used by behavioral specialists and 

clinicians shocked him. When he tried to discuss this with them, they immediately lost their minds 

and disqualified everything related to the axiological method, especially when the forbidden 

reference to “logical and mathematical precision” came up.  

 I recall one experience in particular. In Hartman’s classes at the School of Philosophy, there 

was only one female psychologist in the group. Her participation upset him. It made him nervous 

and resulted in his requesting she leave his class and never return.  

 Hartman would also send me to teach classes at the School of Psychology at the same 

university. The Headmaster finally asked me not to return because the subject of Formal Axiology 

was not appropriate to or consistent with what was being taught at the time, which was 

psychoanalysis, behaviorism, and Stimulus-Response Psychology. They knew Professor Hartman, 

didn’t agree with him, but didn’t want to confront him or fire him. They fired me instead. This was 

taken as a clear message concerning their position on the matter.  

 Hartman also sent me to test Dr. Salvador Roquet’s patients before their sessions and then two 

days after their sessions. I administered and processed the tests and then brought them to 

Cuernavaca, where we discussed the results. I recall that Roquet was annoyed because the tests 

failed to reveal any results. Those discussions between therapists like Roquet and Hartman reveal 

the essence of their differences. The results called into question the value of Roquet’s treatment, 

and this upset him and other therapists. I agree that making behavioral changes is increasingly 

difficult with older people. The Axio-Therapy developed by Dr. Mario Cardenas Trigos and 

myself, involving many cases, shows that changes are hard to get using psychoanalytic methods. 

Axio-Therapy insists that values are the basis of all behavior and that only changes in values and 

valuations can modify behavior. The clinical focus had better be on values, not on psychological 

abstractions. Attending Roquet’s therapy sessions proved difficult for me since they began at 7:00 

pm and ran all night long until 9:00 am the following day. I took notes on all tested participants 

and added them to the axiological evaluations of the participants. Roquet’s group therapy sessions 

were intense and stunning, and one would expect they would have changed behavior and attitudes, 

but this did not happen. Hartman was interested in Roquet’s form of therapy and its questionable 

results, but out of fear he said little and did not attend them because Roquet was using all kinds of 

drugs. I think Hartman was right in avoiding them because he already had enough enemies to deal 

with, and for this reason he often sent me in his place. 
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Is it possible Professor Hartman reminded you of your parents? 

 

I am not a fan of Freud; nor was the Professor. I had the open mind of curiosity and youth and had 

discovered a tutor I believed in. He was a serious man who knew what he wanted, and wanted with 

great conviction, and how to get it. We just found each other, worked together and that was it. 

 

Where were you both living at the time? 

 

I lived in Mexico City, and he lived in Cuernavaca. I went there to visit him and to study with him. 

It was there I worked on my academic thesis nearly twice a week, and as an independent spirit 

seldom impressed by anyone; nor was I ever fanatically devoted to any ideas. I was always myself, 

and I liked the man, his passion, and his ideas. The thesis I completed with Hartman was titled 

“AxioAdministration,” and I could tell he really liked it. 

 

Did you meet his wife Rita? 

 

Yes, but I never talked with her much until after Hartman died. Then we became very close. We 

had meetings almost every Saturday. Sometimes we lectured and travelled together with my wife. 

The three of us had a wonderful time together. She met my kids and she loved them. Rita loved 

everything about Mexico including the weather, the food she knew how to cook, and she always 

dressed Mexican. 

 

Did Professor Hartman share Rita’s love of Mexico, its food, its climate, its culture? 

 

Not much. He was not a gourmet. Eating was not important to him. It never mattered much to him 

or me. In Mexico City he always dressed formal, but always wore a Guayabera (Mexican shirt) at 

Cuernavaca. 

 

What were your earliest memories? 

 

My earliest memories are of foreigners and intellectuals before I met them, and many of those I 

met at the London School of Economics and at Stanford University 

 

Did Professor Hartman drive a car in Mexico? 

 

He had a big black ford and a driver. They often argued. I believed the driver wanted to take 

advantage of him, and so I would argue with the driver to protect him and later Rita. He didn’t like 

to drive, and when the driver wasn’t around, Rita drove. She was a good driver. I never discovered 

why it was he never wanted to drive. 

 

What sort of student were you? 

 

I was very different from the others; I never wanted to show off. I just wanted to learn fast and 

catch up with the others. I was faster when it came to the analysis of values and attitudes towards 

life. It helped to study formal axiology. As soon as I did I began to have a different view of life, 

people, and my studies in Business Administration. 
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Did your view of women change as an axiologist? 

 

No. Why would I change? I have always admired women and still do. I get along well with them. 

It did not change in any way. 

 

Did you take formal courses with Professor Hartman? 

 

Yes. I took them all, and I always sat in the front row. I had a big problem. I had not finished 

studies for the BA degree when I started with philosophy and formal axiology, and my university 

didn’t accept my new interests. I didn’t care. Later I got some formal documents from my 

professors and worked hard to catch up. Still, my college never accepted this, but I didn’t care, I 

had always professor Hartman supporting me. 

 

What degree did you finally earn? 

 

I have a formal degree in Management Administration and Law. I also have earned several 

diplomas in economics, political science, and public administration. 

 

You seem undisciplined at times? 

 

That’s your opinion. I just learn what I want to learn and need to learn: as the song says I did it my 

way. 

 

Was you family financially secure?  

 

Yes, because I was a professor and had a good job, but not in axiology. 

 

Did you take the HVP? 

 

Yes, and I still have my first evaluation. It shows exactly how I am, not easy going according to 

the norm. By the way, I have my own test that Professor Hartman and I developed together. We 

interpreted it together; we had long talks of how to make interpretation easy to be understood by 

more people. He saw that I could do it easier than some because I did not have rocks in my head. 

 

What courses do you remember taking? 

 

Formal axiology and logic. Hartman was very interested in my thesis. It was the beginning of his 

interest in management. He gave me lots of time, and we had discussions about his work as it 

related to my management interests. This was what was important to me; otherwise I earned 

degrees and diplomas that never meant much to me. 

 

What was your required reading? 

 

His books, papers, and the classics of philosophy. I remember he once asked me to read Kant, and 

so I did. I later visited him and told him I didn’t understand the book. He laughed and told me I 
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didn’t have the tools yet to understand it. I never found the tools. I’m not into Kant. I just read 

everything by Hartman I could find. He was happy because I did and I was honest. 

 

Can you refer to any article or book by Hartman that might have been especially important to 

you? 

 

The Structure of Value! 

 

Did Hartman recommend other studies beside Kant? 

 

No, he did not. He sent me to take lectures in Psychology. I recall that after the 10th lecture that 

professor asked me to leave because the school didn’t approve of Professor Hartman’s theories. 

They were not in agreement with what they were teaching. After that, I went to see Professor 

Hartman to explain what happened. He laughed and told me that there was no reason to worry; 

that it happens with the narrow minded. Hartman was not well received by most psychologists, 

psychiatrists, and psychoanalysts. I know because he sent me several times to meet with them as 

his representative. I usually had a hard time with them, but it brought Hartman and me closer, and 

I learned a lot. He also sent me to study Mathematics and focus on axiological equations. 

 

I had the pleasure of meeting Dr. Maro Cardenas in Mexico in 1983 and again in 2001. It was 

he who collaborated with Hartman in constructing what became known as The Hartman Value 

Profile (HVP). I understand you met and worked with Dr. Cardenas. Can you tell me more about 

your relationship with him? 

 

Dr. Mario Cardenas and I ended up working together until he died. His wife and I were his best 

students until she died. We worked on AxioTherapy and gave several lectures together. I learned 

a lot from him. Although I am not a fan of psychoanalysis and have had bad experiences with 

psychoanalysts, Cardenas was a great exception, as you know. He was different. He was a great 

man. I helped him with my practical and theoretical backgrounds in formal axiology after the death 

of Professor Hartman. On several occasions he asked me to interpret my version of the HVP for 

patients under his care. I plan to discuss my collaboration with Dr. Cardenas in a future paper. 

 

What are your thoughts concerning the future of axiological science? 

 

Speculations are difficult. Axiology faces a difficult future because it requires open minds and 

strong characters to stand up to aggressive criticisms regarding its often counterintuitive 

mathematical foundations and logic. The mathematics of formal axiology is alien to most 

psychologists treating patients. I recall a Hartman seminar at the university with one psychologist 

in attendance. The disagreement that developed caused Hartman to ask her to leave and never 

return. Unless they were open to new ideas, Hartman had little patience with them. 

 

Can you tell me more about your present activities? 

 

I dedicated some 30 years to study and research on my own developing my concept of 

AxioAdministration. Now I am full time since 2000. I have 17 intellectual properties related to 

Axiology, and they pay well. I will go into my work another time. 



 

JUDAISM, PROCESS THEOLOGY, AND FORMAL AXIOLOGY: 

AN EXPANDED VERSION 

 

Rem B. Edwards and Marcos Gojman 

 

REM B. EDWARDS is Lindsay Young Professor of Philosophy Emeritus at the University of 

Tennessee. He received his A.B. degree from Emory University in 1956, where he was elected to 

Phi Beta Kappa. While in graduate school, he was a Danforth Graduate Fellow. He received a B.D. 

degree from Yale University Divinity School in 1959 and a Ph.D. in Philosophy from Emory 

University in 1962. He taught for four years at Jacksonville University in Florida, then moved 

from there to the University of Tennessee in 1966, where he was a young colleague of Robert S. 

Hartman from 1967-1973, and where he eventually became a distinguished Lindsay Young 

Professor. He retired from UT partly in 1997 and partly in 1998 after 35 total years of teaching. 

He has since worked extensively on a volunteer basis for the Robert S. Hartman Institute. He was 

a charter member of the Institute and joined its Board of Directors in 1987. In 1989 he became its 

Secretary/Treasurer and served in those offices for many years. He is the author or co-author of 21 

books and over 90 published articles and reviews. His most recent books are John Wesley’s Values 

- And Ours (2012), Spiritual Values and Evaluations (2012) and An Axiological Process Ethics 

(2014). For more details about Edwards, please visit: https://sites.google.com/site/rembedwards. 

His e-mail address is: remb1@comcast.net. 

 

MARCOS GOJMAN was born and raised in Mexico City. While getting his degree in Industrial 

Design at the National University, UNAM, he discovered Formal Axiology when Jaime 

Grabinsky, a former student of Robert S. Hartman, applied and interpreted the HVP to him in 

1969. A love affair began at that moment between him and Formal Axiology that has lasted until 

today. In 1971, he took the Seminar on Formal Axiology that Hartman was teaching at the School 

of Philosophy at UNAM and asked him to be his thesis advisor. Hartman accepted but could not 

finish the task because of his premature death. An Axiological Theory on Industrial Design was 

the thesis that he presented in 1976. After receiving his degree, Marcos taught for several years 

the course he developed on Axiology and Industrial Design at UNAM and later at the Anahuac 

University. In 1975 he received his Masters degree in Business Administration from IPADE 

School of Business. He is a Board member of the Hartman Institute and served for many years as 
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Abstract 

 

This article approaches Judaism through Conservative Rabbi Bradley S. Artson’s book, God of 

Becoming and Relationships: The Dynamic Nature of Process Theology. It explores his 

understanding of how Jewish theology should and does cohere with central features of both 

Process Theology and Robert S. Hartman’s Formal Axiology. These include: the 

Axiological/Process concept of God, the intrinsic value and valuation of God and unique human 

beings, and Jewish extrinsic and systemic values, value combinations, and value rankings. This is 

an expanded version of “Judaism, Process Theology, and Formal Axiology: A Preliminary Study” 

https://sites.google.com/site/rembedwards
mailto:remb1@comcast.net
http://www.alreguelajat.com/
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by Rem B. Edwards, published in Process Studies, 2014, 87-103, reprinted here by permission of 

its Editor, Daniel A. Dombrowski. Marcos Gojman has contributed significantly to this expanded 

version. 

 

Introduction 

 

Jewish literature on spirituality and ethics is exceedingly vast. In the interest of manageability, this 

discussion will concentrate on Judaism as understood and explained in Rabbi Bradley S. Artson’s 

book, God of Becoming and Relationships: The Dynamic Nature of Process Theology. When 

Edwards’ Jewish friend, Marcos Gojman, in Mexico City, learned that he had published his book, 

An Axiological Process Ethics, early in 2014, he recommended Rabbi Artson’s excellent book to 

him. He further recommends it to anyone who is interested in harmonizing Judaism with the 

Process Theology derived from Alfred North Whitehead, Charles Hartshorne, John B. Cobb, Jr., 

and many others. Edwards studied with Hartshorne and Cobb at Emory University in the 1950s 

and early 1960s, and he has been convinced by some version of Process Theology ever since. As 

Rabbi Artson points out (xx), most of the work on Process Theology has been done by Protestant 

Christian theologians and philosophers, but he clearly recognizes and explains the importance, 

fruitfulness, and applicability of process thought to Judaism. He also develops relevant themes 

with great clarity and persuasiveness in his book, and he indicates that many other prominent 

Jewish theologians are now integrating process thinking into Jewish theology (xxi). An internet 

search for “Judaism and Process Theology” will further confirm this claim.  

 Rabbi Artson concentrates on Judaism and Process Theology. This article will explore that and 

further accentuate those aspects of his understanding of Judaism that harmonize well with the 

Formal Axiology of Robert S. Hartman. It will summarize the main features of Artson’s emphasis 

on God in process. Robert S. Hartman himself had a Jewish father, a Lutheran mother, and was 

raised by a Roman Catholic stepmother, so I believe that he would have been very much interested 

in this discussion. 

 

The Intrinsic Value and Evaluation of God 

 

Robert S. Hartman distinguished three kinds of goodness. Intrinsically good individuals like God, 

people, and animals are ends in themselves, valuable for their own sakes. Extrinsically good things 

like cars, chairs, and moral actions are useful means to ends beyond themselves. Systemically good 

formalities like thoughts, beliefs, ideals, rules, and ritual forms are mental or conceptual values. 

Each kind of goodness can be evaluated in three corresponding ways—intrinsically with singular 

personal concepts and intense feelings, extrinsically with everyday sensory concepts and ordinary 

feelings, and systemically with constructs or definitions and with minimal feelings that do not 

interfere with rational objectivity and impartiality. Each kind of value can also be evaluated as if 

it were some other kind of value. For example, people can be evaluated as if they were mere things, 

or mere ciphers in ideological systems. Although he does not use Hartman’s language of intrinsic, 

extrinsic, and systemic values and evaluations, much that Rabbi Artson has to say can be re-

expressed and fruitfully understood using that terminology. 

 Considered axiologically, God is the One Supreme Intrinsically Valuable Reality, an end in 

himself, infinitely valuable for his own sake. Rabbi Artson does not use exactly those words, but 

he does make it clear on many pages that God is both lovable and loving, and that we should relate 

to God with our own love. Axiologically understood, God is the supreme intrinsic good, and we 
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should evaluate God intrinsically. This means that God actually possesses all those perfect-making 

properties or attributes that would make God worthy of supreme intrinsic evaluation. Artson 

explains that the Jewish God is full of goodness, grace, and compassion (Exodus 33:19) (Artson 

44). God is “compassionate and gracious, slow to anger, abounding in kindness and 

faithfulness…” (Exodus 34:6) (Artson 45). Jews agree with process thought that “God relates to 

humanity primarily through love…” (65); “The entire Jewish tradition is that God creates the 

world, we are told, in order to have an object to love” (69). 

 Within Judaism, God is viewed as just, loving, merciful, and good. He punishes those who do 

evil and rewards those who do good. He is also merciful and forgiving towards those who make 

mistakes. God is described by many adjectives and verbs. God is "compassionate and gracious, 

slow to anger, abounding in kindness and faithfulness, extending kindness to the thousandth 

generation, forgiving iniquity, transgression, and sin-yet not remitting all punishment, but visiting 

the iniquity of parents upon children and children's children, upon the third and fourth generations" 

(Exodus 34:6-7). Judaism has many ways of understanding and expressing the attributes of God 

that make for God’s goodness or perfection. For example, consider the list of “God’s Thirteen 

Attributes” that is widely used for devotional and teaching purposes. 

 

God of mercy (before a man commits a sin); 

God of mercy (after a man commits a sin); 

Almighty Lord of the universe, Ruler of Nature, and Mankind; 

Full of affectionate sympathy for the suffering and miseries of human frailty; 

Assisting, helping and consoling the afflicted and raising up the oppressed; 

Long suffering and slow to anger; 

Abundant in goodness i.e. granting His gifts beyond the deserts of man; 

True to Himself and speaking the Truth in love; 

Remembering the good deeds of the ancestors for a thousand generations; 

Bearing with indulgence the failings of Man; and also 

Man’s evil deeds springing from malice and rebellion against God; and also 

Man’s shortcomings due to heedlessness and error; 

He will not allow the guilty to pass unpunished but visits the iniquity of the fathers upon the 

children unto the third and fourth generation of them that hate Him. 

 (From “God’s Thirteen Attributes,” 

  http://www.reflectingonjudaism.com/Gods_Thirteen_Attributes) 

 

 According to Rabbi Artson, God’s own goodness and lovingkindness are so compelling that 

spiritually sensitive persons accept God from deep within without being coerced or threatened 

from without (Artson, 91, 97-100, 104). They freely affirm and live out the biblical injunction, 

“You shall love the Holy One your God” (Deuteronomy 6:5) (Artson 35). Without being explicit 

about it, Artson here cites words that are integral to one of Judaism’s most fundamental and sacred 

texts, one of its most often repeated prayers, the Shema. The first two verses of it (Deuteronomy 

5:4-5) read as: “HEAR, O ISRAEL: The LORD our God, the LORD is one. You shall love the 

LORD your God with all your heart and with all your soul and with all your might.” Thus, God is 

intrinsically valuable, and we are to evaluate God intrinsically. Though he writes primarily for a 

Jewish audience and affirms that God has a special love for the Jewish people, Artson also makes 

it clear that “God is God, for everywhere and everyone” (112). Still, Jews are special to God 

http://www.reflectingonjudaism.com/Gods_Thirteen_Attributes
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because God has chosen them to be a blessing to all nations, as indeed they actually have been 

through the centuries (106, 109ff, 147ff). 

 Rabbi Artson’s main project is “to make a Process Theology argument for why, as Jews, love 

is important: what it is that love entails; and how we might foster a more persistent and resilient 

love to heal this broken world and to bring wholeness to shattered hearts” (64). As Artson 

recognizes, “Love is the central reality of Process Thought” (64). Significantly, process thinkers 

acknowledge that all love, including God’s, involves real feelings, despite the Aristotelian 

“impassibility” that classical Jewish and Christian theology attributed to God (6-7, 15). Artson 

agrees that Process Theologians are on the right track here. According to Artson, “Over and over 

again, the Torah emphasizes a God who expresses emotion, who meets people in relationship, and 

changes because of that relationship” (15).  

 Artson thus appreciates Process Theology’s affirmation that both God and the world change. 

God is also in process (God’s “consequent nature”) even though God’s abstract “primordial 

nature” is everlasting and unchanging. God’s decisions, experiences, and responses change as the 

world changes, but his general abstract “attributes” endure forever (xvii). Artson insists that the 

true meaning of “Y_H_W_H” must convey “the flowing temporal nature of God’s holy becoming 

and the timeless quality of God’s essence” (xvii). Artson seems to follow Hartshorne in ascribing 

all of God’s abstract attributes to God’s primordial nature, instead of limiting it, as did Whitehead, 

to nothing more than God’s primordial envisagement of eternal objects. This means that some 

desirable aspects of God do not change everlastingly, but God’s experiences and decisions change 

as God acts upon the world and interacts with its people and other creatures in real time and history, 

not from the vantage point of a timeless “everything all at once” eternity. And these changes are 

also desirable. Classical theologians say that God acts on the world, but the world never acts on 

God. Process and Jewish theologians should and do think otherwise, says Artson. The Jewish 

people have always experienced God historically and temporally, and Artson believes with biblical 

writers and today’s Process Theologians that God’s biblical dynamics must not be dismissed as an 

illusion, as it is in Classical (non-process) Theology, both Jewish and Christian. As he wants to 

show, 

 

Significant strands within Judaism have always been inherently Process. I look at some major 

aspects of Judaism—the Jewish relationship with God; the Jewish understanding and 

commitment to covenant; rituals and observances, including prayer, mitzvot, and holy days; 

the Jewish relationship to Israel; our understanding of mortality and meaning; the importance 

of community and the pursuit of justice—and illustrate a way of life, a cultural and spiritual 

expression, that from its very roots is dynamic, interconnected, and in continuous relational 

change. (xviii) 

 

 The Classical theological claim that God is “impassible” (derived from Aristotle, not from 

biblical religion) implies that God has no feelings, that God does not change in any conceivable 

way, and that God is omnipotent in the sense that God both has and exercises all power (6-7, 123). 

This leaves human beings and other creatures with no self-determining freedom or moral 

responsibility for what they choose to do. God is also omniscient, which classically means that 

from eternity God already knows absolutely everything, so God neither learns nor gains anything 

from interacting with creation and its creatures. In fact, there is no interaction at all in Classical 

Jewish and Christian theology; there is only one-sided action of God on the world—predestination. 

There is no self-determination by or creative self-origination within creation and its creatures. The 
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God of Classical Theology, Artson says, is “a bully in the sky” (17). Process Theology rejects all 

of this and reconceives of God’s power, dynamics, and knowledge in ways that allow us to be co-

creators with God. God gladly shares power and creativity with us, and God learns of our free 

decisions only when and as they are made and of our deeds only when and as they are done. 

 “God’s primary mode of power is persuasive, not coercive” (xvi, 17), Artson stresses. God 

lures us toward what is best but allows us to choose what is less than best (41). God created us to 

be partial creators of our own destinies through the free decisions and efforts we make and the free 

actions we perform (xvi, 11-12). The God of Judaism “is not an all-powerful, impassible, eternal 

God, but a God so connected through relationship that the best way to describe this temporal, 

passionate covenant partner is in the language of love and law” (19). The Jewish scriptures make 

it clear that God has real feelings, suffers with us in our sufferings, and is hurt by our moral and 

spiritual sins and shortcomings (19-20, 30-34). In being responsive to changing creation, God 

changes, according to biblical religion. Despite what some Greek philosophers thought, some 

changes are desirable. Regrettably, Classical Jewish and Christian theologians agreed with the 

Greeks that perfection is absolutely unchangeable, but this is not the biblical understanding of 

God’s perfection. As Artson says, “Love changes when it finds need to change—a responsive 

vulnerability” (70), and this applies to both divine and human love. 

 God is omnipresent, that is, present with and responsive to those who suffer and weep. God is 

also present with those who rejoice and are happy. The Biblical view is that God is both 

transcendent beyond and immanent within the created world. The prophet Isaiah proclaims, “Holy, 

holy, holy—the Holy One of Hosts, God’s presence fills the world” (Isaiah 6:3) (Artson 14). God 

is present not only with and in us but with and in all creation: “As transcendent as aspects of God 

may be, much of God is also immanent. God is to be found in each and every flower, in every 

breath we take, in the people who are sitting next to us, and in a world that God has made for us” 

(78). God is present with and within and values us even in our embodiment. There is a large 

“consensus within Jewish tradition” that rejects Platonic/Cartesian soul/body dualism and affirms 

that “People are not disembodied spirits but rather bassar ve-dam, flesh and blood, an inextricable 

fusion that constitutes God’s crowning glory” (78); thus, “Rabbi Elazar said, a person should 

always see himself as if holiness resided within his intestines” (79). There is nowhere we can go 

to escape from God, for God’s presence penetrates and pervades everyone and everything through 

and through—but without overwhelming us. 

 Viewing this Jewish/Process perspective on God axiologically, all of the above “attributes” are 

among the most important good-making or perfect-making properties of Supreme Goodness. In 

Hartmanian Axiology, good-making properties are the descriptive properties that some reality 

ideally must have in order to be good, or, in this case, perfect. (Axiologically, to paraphrase St. 

Anselm, God is that being than whom none richer in perfect-making properties can be conceived.) 

Exactly what these good- or perfect-making properties are varies from one potentially good thing 

to another. Good or perfect realities are those that fulfill the ideal standards that we apply to them. 

God’s attributes, as we understand them, are God’s perfect-making properties. The One Intrinsic 

Reality who exemplifies or fulfills all the ideal properties (and more) in our concept of God is 

Supremely Good or Perfect. In sum, in light of Process Theology, Jewish Theology, and biblical 

religion, God’s basic perfect-making properties, as identified in the preceding paragraphs, are 

these: God  

 

1. is loving, gracious, compassionate, slow to anger, kind, faithful, and Holy, 

2. loves everyone, but has a special love for the Jewish people as blessings to all humanity, 
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3. changes in experiences and decisions in response to creation but is unchanging in very 

general attributes, 

4. knows eternal things everlastingly and temporal things temporally,  

5. has real feelings, including those involved in love and compassion, 

6. suffers with those who suffer and delights in and with those who are righteous and happy, 

7. commands and commends thoughts, beliefs, feelings, actions, and ritual practices that 

express and manifest reverence, devotion, love, compassion, justice, and other moral and 

spiritual virtues, 

8. freely creates constantly and allows us to be partly free, creative, and self-determining, 

9. has and exercises power that is both creative and persuasive but not coercive, and 

10. is constantly present with and in all. 

 

 These are central features of the Jewish/Process concept of God. Obviously, this list is not 

exhaustive, and it could never be, for, as Rabbi Artson says, God is “the One who exceeds all 

verbal description” (xvii) and “God’s perfection is beyond all human assertion or articulation” 

(77). Even so, with humility we try to conceive of and understand God as best we can, while 

recognizing with Whitehead that our understanding of ultimates can never reach a “final 

formulation” (PR 4, 9, 3, 20, 193). Also each numbered item above could be broken down or 

analyzed into many other numbered items. Exact numbers for God’s attributes, i.e., for how we 

divide our understanding of One God into many parts, really don’t matter. Our concept of “One 

Supremely Good and Holy Intrinsic Reality” is exceedingly complex, infinitely complex, as is the 

God who fulfills this concept—and more. As thoroughly documented in his book, Rabbi Artson 

shows that this dynamic concept of God is strongly supported by both Jewish scriptures and 

ongoing rabbinical writings and traditions. 

 

The Intrinsic Value and Evaluation of Individual Persons 

 

Rabbi Artson says that “Jewish beliefs are abiding affirmations. God is always One, the Torah was 

given to Moses…” (136); and “We Jews are commanded to love” (73). He proclaims, “Judaism 

boldly insists on love at its core and then implements that love personally and communally, through 

mitzvot [commandments] of spiritual intimacy and social justice” (62).  

 God loves us (65), and “We are called to embody God’s image. We are called to be like God, 

sources of bounty and blessing for others: ‘Be a blessing … and in you shall all the families of the 

earth be blessed’” (Genesis 12:2-3) (Artson 72-73, 109-110). That is the essence of God’s special 

relation with the Jewish people.  

 Here is how Rabbi Lord Immanuel Jakobovits, former Chief Rabbi of the United Synagogue 

of Great Britain, describes the mainstream Jewish view on this issue:  

 

Yes, I do believe that the chosen people concept as affirmed by Judaism in its holy writ, its 

prayers, and its millennial tradition. In fact, I believe that every people—and indeed, in a more 

limited way, every individual—is 'chosen' or destined for some distinct purpose in advancing 

the designs of Providence. Only, some fulfill their mission and others do not. Maybe the Greeks 

were chosen for their unique contributions to art and philosophy, the Romans for their 

pioneering services in law and government, the British for bringing parliamentary rule into the 

world, and the Americans for piloting democracy in a pluralistic society. The Jews were chosen 
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by God to be 'peculiar unto Me' as the pioneers of religion and morality; that was and is their 

national purpose. (Cited in “Jews as the Chosen People,” 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jews_as_the_chosen_people)  

 

 About the way Judaism has been a blessing to all humankind, process thinkers Hough and 

Cobb wrote: 

 

 The appearance of Israel as a community of people who concentrated on God’s activity 

was an event of world-historical significance…The impact of Israel’s testimony to God’s 

creative and redemptive activity has now penetrated into almost every corner of the world. 

What is meant by “God,” … has been affected by Israel’s recollection and hope…The growing 

concern for human dignity and rights, to which all governments today pay lip service at times, 

originated mainly in Israel’s apprehension of God’s work with individual persons. Indeed, the 

impact of Israel’s understanding is evident in the philosophical, political, economic, and ethical 

thinking of the contemporary world, even where the connection of current ideals to their Jewish 

origin has been forgotten. (Hough and Cobb, 21-22). 

 

 Love is at the heart of Jewish religion and morality. Love is not simply how Jews (and all the 

rest of us) are to evaluate God; it is also how all of us are to evaluate one another—lovingly, 

intrinsically, with the most profound thoughts or concepts, and with the most intense feelings of 

love, compassion, and self-identification with others, and with actions that express all of these. 

Artson cites Leviticus 19:18 and Deuteronomy 10:19), which command us to love our fellows, 

even strangers, as we love ourselves (51, 151). All of God’s commandments or mitzvoth “remain 

what they have always been: commandments of love; trusted pathways connecting the Jewish 

people and much of humanity with the God of Israel; beacons lighting lives of justice, compassion, 

and holiness in a world too often cruel and harsh” (100). One might still wonder, however, if some 

scriptural mitzvoth are not more loving than others, and Artson begins to get into that when he 

acknowledges the “rabbinic activism” of the “Rabbis of the Talmud” and praises them for “creating 

a technical method for liberating slaves when the Bible explicitly forbids it (Berakhot 47b, 

Kiddushin 22b, Gittin 401 and 43b), and creating a way to bequeath property to daughters, despite 

an explicit biblical prohibition (Ketubot 681)” (Artson 54). 

 Although he does not explicitly use the language of intrinsic, extrinsic, and systemic values 

and evaluations, Rabbi Artson does say, “Each person’s worth is more than merely 

instrumental,…each Jew, each person, each living thing, expresses perpetual worth as a 

manifestation of God in the world” (88). He is keenly sensitive to the uniqueness of human (and 

other) individuals. In Hartmanian Axiology, uniqueness is a primary value concept, and it is 

applied to every human being. Mere individuals may be nothing more than numerically distinct 

members of a given class, but unique individuals are in a class all their own. Using dictionaries, 

we can count the number of words or property-concepts required to define class concepts and their 

members, but the number of words or property-concepts required for fully understanding any 

unique human being are so great as to be practically uncountable, though not literally infinite 

(despite what Hartman thought). Most Jewish and Christian theologians have emphasized God’s 

infinity and human finitude, and I fully agree, as explained elsewhere (Edwards 2010, 67-82). Yet, 

the details of each unique person’s life are so immense as to be practically uncountable. 

 Perhaps Hartmanian axiology can offer a plausible way to understand how the immense finite 

value of each human being is related to God’s infinite value. Human beings have immense intrinsic 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jews_as_the_chosen_people
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worth because they have a practically uncountable number of good-making properties, but only 

God has an infinite number of good-making or perfect-making properties, giving God infinite 

worth. Indirectly, however, human beings belong within the value combination “persons loved by 

God,” (the intrinsic evaluation of a finite value by an infinite evaluator), so, within that theological 

context, that axiological whole has infinite worth. In that very indirect way, human beings can be 

viewed as having infinite worth, but only because they are loved by God. Outside of that 

theological context, human beings have only finite value. 

 Hartman wrote of “x’s self, i.e., the integral totality of all of x’s attributes (Hartman 1991, 15), 

so perhaps the best axiological account is that each unique individual person is the integrated finite 

totality of all of his or her properties (qualities and relations). In short, we are “our integrated total 

property inventory” (Edwards 2014, 64-84). Even if that totality is not infinite, it is still too great 

to be counted in practice. Our total property inventory includes every experience we have ever 

had, every thought we have ever thought, every choice we have ever made, every feeling and 

emotion we have ever felt, every deed we have ever done, and much more. The desirable ones are 

our good-making properties, but who could ever count them? (The undesirable ones (our bent to 

sinning, etc.) are our bad-making properties.) 

 In his own way and words, Rabbi Artson is very sensitive to the fullness, richness, definiteness, 

and concreteness of every human being. He repeatedly affirms that this sensitivity belongs to the 

whole tradition of Judaism, not just to himself. As he explains, “Each of us is a dynamic composite 

of everyone we’ve known, every place we’ve been, in expanding circles of family, community, 

species, and planet” (127); and “The totality of each of our identities comprises more than a single 

characteristic. Each of us integrates different partial identities…I am a Jew, an American, male, 

human, father, son, husband, and friend. All those attributes inform who I am, so the best way to 

know me is to multiply these complementary descriptions, add them to each other, producing a 

rounded, cumulative picture of the person I am” (120). Of course, any unique person’s integrated 

totality of descriptive good-making properties vastly exceeds those in these brief lists, so much so 

as to be practically uncountable. 

 Artson does not recognize that there are some serious philosophical problems about what 

counts as morally and spiritually significant “individuals” in process thought. Are real 

“individuals” only fleeting temporal “actual occasions,” as Whitehead claimed, or do more 

enduring whole persons count as “individuals”? (Edwards 2014, 61-64) For Whitehead, whole 

persons are not true individuals; they are only vast societies of actual occasions. I try to develop a 

plausible process alternative to this in my An Axiological Process Ethics (Chs. 1, 2). Perhaps 

human souls and whole human persons are vast and relatively enduring spatio-temporal soul-

fields, not mere societies of fleeting actual occasions. In previously given quotes, Artson seems to 

have whole persons, not actual occasions, in mind as “individuals,” which I think is the best option. 

He suggests that both he and Judaism agree with Process Theology that “God knows and relates 

to us as individuals” (xvi, 54) and God is “so personal that God meets each of us in our immediate 

concrete particularity; who we are at this moment, what we need now to take the next step forward. 

That means that at every instant, God knows us (and every event or actual entity in creation) not 

theoretically, not in a timeless theoretical way, but as we actually are—each of us, all of us” (124). 

Just as God is in process, so are we, for, as enduring whole persons, enduring actual entities, our 

total property inventory is constantly increasing as time marches on. 

 Conceiving of and valuing others and ourselves as unique enduring individuals makes a 

practical difference in many ways. For one thing, if love is to express and embrace uniqueness, 

“Love must be grounded in the entirety of who we are—our memories, character, experiences, 
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body, temperament, and aspirations. Our love must also be grounded in our integrity—in the 

authentic selves we are in private and in public” (71-72) and this involves “inviting others to rise 

similarly to their unique greatness” (72). Valuing our uniqueness is not egoism. We do indeed 

value ourselves, perhaps at times too much; but our self-transcending moral virtues, social 

relations, and concerns for the wellbeing of others also clearly belong to our total unique property 

inventories (98). By nature and grace, we are moral, spiritual, and social beings in constitutive 

relations with others. Judaism, Process Theology, and Formal Axiology commend the 

actualization of our best potentials, including our moral and spiritual potentials for loving God and 

all others, both neighbors and strangers. Says Artson, “We Jews are commanded to love,” (72) and 

“Love works its transformative magic as we grow to love ourselves, body, and soul. Love spawns 

the work of social justice as we learn to love our fellow creatures, their character, and their 

corporeality. Love emerges as cosmic identification as we work to implement our love for this 

planet and its denizens in their physical reality. Bodies matter when it comes to love” (72, 122). 

 Artson recognizes that many people value universals (Whitehead’s “eternal objects”) more 

than unique individuals, but this perspective this has serious “drawbacks,” the first and foremost 

of which is: 

 

If the ideal is only located in the universal, then every particular example is automatically 

inferior, implying that your deficit is located precisely where you are uniquely different from 

all other people. Someone who loves technology more than the average is a nerd; someone 

who is physically demonstrative is a fruitcake, and so on. Distinction is automatically viewed 

with suspicion or derision. A view that elevates the ideal [the universal] is profoundly 

mistrustful of any individuality, of people being stubbornly not the ideal, of being irreducibly 

unique and different. (77) 

 

 One of the strengths of Formal Axiology is its clear recognition that intrinsically valuing 

unique persons is also an ideal, and we have at least a dim concept of everyone’s uniqueness and 

how best to further actualize it, including our own. We also realize that this ideal can be fulfilled, 

or not. Hartman characterized “intrinsic value” as “the fulfilment of the singular intension” 

(Hartman 1967, 254). Singular intensions are so rich in good-making properties that we cannot in 

practice count all of the ways in which we can and should be “true to ourselves,” something which 

Hartman frequently emphasized. Not just my self-realization through time, but everyone’s, has 

incalculable intrinsic worth. As I understand him, Rabbi Artson thinks that Judaism and Process 

Thought share this perspective, this intense valuation of unique persons, expressed, of course, in 

their own and his own distinctive ways. 

 

Jewish Extrinsic Values, Value Combinations, and Value Rankings 

 

In the abstract, extrinsic values are things that are useful. Hartman insisted that anything can be 

valued as if it belongs to any value dimension. Thus, any intrinsically good thing can also be valued 

as useful. However, some good things are distinctively extrinsic in the sense that being a means to 

ends beyond themselves is our primary reason for valuing them. Hartman thought that distinctively 

extrinsic values were enduring objects, processes, and actions within the objective or public 

sensory world. Process thinkers regard them as “aggregates,” physical objects and processes 

without dominant “souls,” as Whitehead called them (Edwards 2014, 84-90, 102-104). Extrinsic 

goods are sensory goods. For present purposes, these fall into two groups, first, soul-less physical 
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things and processes, second, visible human bodies, actions, or behaviors. As Artson explains, 

physical things can be valued intrinsically as manifestations of the presence of God. He quotes an 

ancient Rabbi as saying, “Do not say, ‘This is a stone and not God.’ God forbid! Rather, all 

existence is God, and the stone is a thing pervaded by divinity” (15). However, our immediate 

concern is with valuing sensory things, processes, and actions extrinsically as means to goals or 

objectives beyond themselves.  

 First, how do Jews value physical “aggregates,” objects, and processes extrinsically? Aside 

from having normal and universal human interests in material things that have survival value and 

contribute to overall prosperity, comfort, and enjoyment, Jews also employ purely physical objects 

and processes in their own distinctive religious situations—partly because they are morally, 

spiritually, and culturally useful. Significant physical things belong to their Jewish heritage and 

help them as individuals to belong to their own tradition. They help them to understand who they 

are. 

 The universe that God created is both physical and sensory, and it is good, as Genesis 1 

declared. The Ten Commandments were originally written on tablets of stone, so says the Torah. 

The Ark of the Covenant was a physical and sensory thing, as was the temple in Jerusalem, and as 

are synagogues today. So are menorahs, phylacteries, prayer shawls, burial shrouds, yarmulkes, 

traditional attire for Orthodox Jews, and many other physical/sensory objects and processes that 

have great significance within Judaism. All such things can be viewed as useful within Jewish 

culture, practices, and traditions. In practice, they are effective means for connecting with and 

expressing one’s Jewishness and Jewish spirituality. However, their merely extrinsic worth is 

typically supplemented by additional values and evaluations. As religiously significant, they are 

complex value combinations. Two other things are required for physical/sensory objects and 

processes (aggregates) to have the real religious significance that they have within Judaism. First, 

they must be imbued or infused with systemic value-objects—with Jewish beliefs, ideals, 

traditions, and ritual forms. Second, practicing Jews must intensely, personally, lovingly, and 

intrinsically identify themselves with them if they are really going to work spiritually and morally.  

 For present purposes, the second basic kind of extrinsic value-objects consists of human bodily 

functions, actions, and behaviors. These must also be imbued or combined with systemic and 

intrinsic values in order to have real spiritual, moral, or cultural significance. Circumcising (148), 

for example, is a physical process, but for Jews it is far more than that.  

 These actions and behaviors can be organized in several groups. First is the cycle of life. It 

marks the main events in a person´s life. Circumcision, when a child is born, bar or bat mitzvah 

ceremonies, when we become “adults” according to Jewish law, marriage, and finally death. All 

this events include a special ceremony that gives it a special meaning. 

 Second is the cycle of holidays that had their origin in the seasons, but now have a broader 

meaning derived from new interpretations of the sages. The third cycle is the everyday events that 

have as the major event the celebration of the Sabbath, followed by the daily prayers and the kosher 

dietary laws.   

 Considered merely for their extrinsic worth, human bodily behaviors are means to personal, 

moral, spiritual, traditional, etc., ends or objectives. Yet, they always function in broader 

axiological combinations. Truly significant bodily behaviors are saturated or combined with 

systemic forms—moral, spiritual, doctrinal, ritual, conventional, cultural, etc. This is how they 

find expression in Jewish worship services both in synagogues and in homes. Rituals have two 

sides; they are both forms (formulas) and visible practices. The communal practice side of them is 

both physical and sensory. As in process thought, Judaism has no prejudices against physical and 
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sensory things, including human bodies (75-81) for “bodies are sacred” (80). Sensory things 

created by God are good, not evil (as some non-Jewish thinkers believed). As Rabbi Artson 

recognizes, “Most Jews today, when they light Shabbat candles, eat a kosher meal, contribute 

tzedakah [obligatory giving or charity], or feed the hungry celebrate that they are linking 

themselves to something beyond themselves—God, Jewish values, creation as a whole, holiness” 

(98). Artson recognizes Judaism’s “detailed regimen of behavior that shapes every aspect of our 

waking lives…” and “even specifies permissible body postures while asleep” (91). 

 So, in Judaism, extrinsic observable human behaviors are integrated or saturated with systemic 

conceptual forms—beliefs, ideals, rules, laws, commandments, rituals, systems, etc. They are also 

integrated and infused with intrinsic evaluations involving feelings and profound self-

identification with valued objects. When our hearts are not in them, as is sometimes the case, going 

through the motions seems empty and pointless. As Rabbi Artson says, “Jewish Love Integrates 

Our Inner Emotions with Deeds” (70). He further explains, “Love is the ability to integrate all our 

powerful emotions in consistent, empathic behavior. Our emotions inspire us to act. Our actions 

hone and temper our feelings. The cycle is never static and never ending” (71). Again, “Love 

(ahavah) ripens into lovingkindness (chesed)” (71). Jewish systemic and intrinsic values and 

evaluations issue in extrinsic, sensory, physical, public actions. The “crowning glory” of the Torah 

and the Rabbis is “to focus Jewish life not in people thinking abstractly together but in doing deeds 

of loving-kindness and holiness” (80). Committed Jews do the works of love, compassion, and 

social justice. “The peak of Sinai, it turns out, is ethics, as the prophets themselves also emphasize. 

In Jewish religious understanding, ritual matters because it generates ethical seriousness; it creates 

a pedagogy of goodness and an agenda of grateful inclusion. Our beliefs enter life through our 

deeds” (104). 

 Judaism's focus is more on how God defines man than one of trying to define God. There is 

therefore a focus on what people are expected to be or do far more than on spelling out theological 

beliefs. Morality is the intrinsic component of Judaism. 

 

Jewish Systemic Values, Value Combinations, and Value Rankings 

 

In the abstract, systemic values are mental or conceptual goods. They have always had a prominent 

place within Judaism. Behavioral guidelines are systemic values, and they abound within Judaism.  

 

Keneneth Seeskin, in Maimonides: A Guide for Today’s Perplexed, explains: 

 

Maimonides, in The Guide to the Perplexed, believes that the love of God does not find 

expression in blind faith or fanaticism. Maimonides claims that the love of God is one with the 

knowledge of God. If the love of God is to mean anything at all, we must have some idea of 

what or whom we are loving. If that love is directed to a man sitting on a throne, or the image 

of one, or a monarch who issues arbitrary commands and cares nothing about the education of 

his subjects, then, in Maimonides’ judgment, it is not God whom we love but some kind of 

ghastly substitute. If Maimonides is right, love is not a feeling which varies with changes in 

mood; rather it is an aspiration which brings with it a set of moral and intellectual obligations. 

That is why, in Judaism, love of God is expressed in the form of a commandment 

(Deuteronomy 6:5: "Thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all thy heart, with all thy soul, and 

with all thy might") which includes teaching, remembering, and obeying the law. At Guide 

3.28, Maimonides argues that such love only becomes authentic through the acquisition of 
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knowledge. It is therefore impossible to love God and remain intellectually complacent. 

(Seeskin, 101). 

 

 Jewish tradition holds that the Torah contains 613 mitzvot - 248 positive commandments 

(mitzvot asehor commands to perform certain actions) and 365 negative commandments (mitzvot 

lo ta'aseh or commands to abstain from certain actions). An example of a positive mitzvah is to 

give charity. An example of a negative mitzvah is not to steal. 

 Some mitzvot are ethical, and others are ritual. Ethical mitzvot guide our interaction with 

others, and ritual mitzvot guide our interaction with God. An example of an ethical mitzvah is not 

taking revenge. An example of a ritual mitzvah is building a sukkah.  

 

 As one authority explains,  

 

At the heart of halakhah is the unchangeable 613 mitzvot that God gave to the Jewish people 

in the Torah (the first five books of the Bible). The word "mitzvah" means commandment. In 

its strictest sense, it refers only to commandments instituted in the Torah; however, the word 

is commonly used in a more generic sense to include all of the laws, practices and customs of 

halakhah, and is often used in an even more loose way to refer to any good deed. 

Some of the mitzvot are clear, explicit commands in the Bible (thou shalt not murder; to write 

words of Torah on the doorposts of your house), others are more implicit (the mitzvah to recite 

grace after meals, which is inferred from "and you will eat and be satisfied and bless the LORD 

your God"), and some can only be ascertained by Talmudic logic (that a man shall not commit 

incest with his daughter, which is derived from the commandment not to commit incest with 

his daughter's daughter). 

Some of the mitzvot overlap; for example, it is a positive commandment to rest on the Sabbath 

and a negative commandment not to do work on the Sabbath…. 

Many of these 613 mitzvot cannot be observed at this time for various reasons. For example, 

a large portion of the laws relate to sacrifices and offerings, which can only be made in the 

Temple, and the Temple does not exist today. Some of the laws relate to the theocratic state of 

Israel, its king, its supreme court, and its system of justice, and cannot be observed because the 

theocratic state of Israel does not exist today. In addition, some laws do not apply to all people 

or places. Most agricultural laws only apply within the Land of Israel, and certain laws only 

apply to kohanim or Levites. The modern scholar Rabbi Israel Meir of Radin, commonly 

known as the Chafetz Chayim, has identified 77 positive mitzvot and 194 negative mitzvot 

which can be observed outside of Israel today. (From: http://www.jewfaq.org/halakhah.htm) 

 

 All intellectual or conceptual values, not just mitzvoth, are systemic values. Rabbi Artson 

recognizes that “Judaism has, throughout the ages, always placed a high value on ideas, on the life 

of the mind. Judaism has linked the spiritual enterprise with that of intellectual rigor. This has been 

a crowning glory of Jewish civilization and one that we ought to continue to celebrate” (76). Jews 

have always valued education highly, and many have been profound thinkers, philosophers, 

theologians, scientists, writers, musicians, and artists, etc. In Judaism, serious study of Jewish 

scriptures and sacred writings begins at an early age and continues throughout life (149). Still, in 

his own words and way, Artson warns against overvaluing Jewish systemic or conceptual values 

at the expense of Jewish extrinsic and intrinsic values. 

http://judaism.about.com/cs/judaismbasics/f/torah.htm
http://www.jewfaq.org/halakhah.htm
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 Artson’s book implicitly contains a partly developed hierarchy of value that corresponds with 

that of Robert S. Hartman. According to Hartman, intrinsic values (e.g., people) have more worth 

than extrinsic values (e.g., sensory objects and behaviors), and extrinsic values have more worth 

than systemic values (e.g., ideas, ideals, beliefs, rules, formalities). This is because people have 

more real good-making properties than mere things and behaviors, and these in turn have more 

real good-making properties than our conceptual symbols or words for them.  

 Thus, when faced with conflicts between these three kinds of value, people should always have 

priority over mindless aggregates, and both people and mindless aggregates should have priority 

over our conceptual symbols for them. These three kinds of value, intrinsic, extrinsic, and systemic 

are quite distinct from and, should not be confused with the three sorts of value that Whitehead 

had in mind when he affirmed, “Everything has some value for itself, for others, and for the whole” 

(MT 111). The three value dimensions can be related to the goodness of self, others, and the whole 

in various ways. For example, though debatable, we might say that every individual, every other 

experiencing actuality, and the whole set of all experiencing actualities has value to itself for its 

own sake, is useful to itself, and has some kind of abstract knowledge of itself. All can have a 

corresponding three-dimensional worth to others. 

 There is at least one debatable issue about “the whole.” By this, did Whitehead mean “the 

cosmos,” the whole of nature, or did he mean God, as inclusive of all things—all individuals, all 

others, the whole of creation? For the moment, consider only the rest of the cosmos. Ethically, we 

know how to act to affect the well-being (or ill-being) of individuals and communities of 

individuals in our local earthly setting. For example, we can love and have compassion toward all 

individuals and act accordingly; we can try to promote the prosperity of all; we can do our best to 

impart knowledge, beliefs, and constructive rituals to all. As far as the rest of the cosmos is 

concerned, we can rejoice that distant others saturated with values are out there, but what could 

we now do to enhance the wellbeing of other experiencing entities in galaxies far far away? We 

have no clue, for the significant moral effects of everything that we can actually do are cosmically 

local (Edwards 2014, 212-214), despite quantum-level non-locality and Whitehead’s insistence 

that “Every actual entity is present in every other actual entity” (PR 50). (Rabbi Artson does not 

deal with such matters.) 

 As explained shortly, Artson does deal with problems about what we should do when intrinsic, 

extrinsic, and systemic values come into conflict, for he ranks them in accord with Hartman’s 

hierarchy of value. However, he does not tell us what to do when what is good for me comes into 

conflict with what is good for others or for the whole of reality. Other Jewish authorities give more 

explicit guidance, for example: 

 

In general, a Jew must violate biblically mandated, and certainly rabbinically mandated, 

religious laws of Judaism in order to preserve human life. This principle is known as ya'avor 

v'al ye'hareg (יהרג ואל יעבור, "transgress and do not be killed") and it applies to virtually all of 

Jewish ritual law, including the best known laws of Shabbat and kashrut, and even to the 

severest prohibitions, such as those relating to circumcision, chametz on Passover, 

and fasting on Yom Kippur. Thus, the Torah generally asserts that pikuach nefesh (נפש פיקוח, 

"the preservation of human life") is paramount, and in most situations even the preservation of 

a limb is equated with the basic principle. 

 However, there are three areas of prohibition that may not be trespassed under 

any circumstances, even to save a human life. While these three areas of Jewish law are often 

informally referred to as the "three cardinal sins," they actually encompass many more than a 

http://enc.tfode.com/D%27Oraita_and_D%27Rabbanan
http://enc.tfode.com/D%27Oraita_and_D%27Rabbanan
http://enc.tfode.com/Shabbat
http://enc.tfode.com/Kashrut
http://enc.tfode.com/Circumcision
http://enc.tfode.com/Chametz
http://enc.tfode.com/Passover
http://enc.tfode.com/Fasting
http://enc.tfode.com/Yom_Kippur
http://enc.tfode.com/Pikuach_nefesh
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mere three prohibitions. They all involve murder, sexual misconduct and foreign worship. The 

governing principle here is called ye'hareg v'al ya'avor (יעבור ואל יהרג, or "be killed but do not 

transgress"). (From: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Self-sacrifice_in_Jewish_law) 

 

 Like Rabbi Artson, Whitehead also did not give us any guidance about what to do when what 

is good for me comes into conflict with what is good for others or for the whole of reality, though 

he did recognize the possibility of conflict when he acknowledged that “Life is robbery,” and that 

“The robber requires justification” (PR 105). Regrettably, he did not tell us explicitly what that 

justification is. In the abstract, a justification actually is available in Whitehead’s, “Morality 

consists in the control of process so as to maximize importance” (MT 13-14). The abstract solution 

is: When what is good for me conflicts with what is good for others, we should just do what is 

best. This abstract solution is also available to Rabbi Artson, who frequently commends doing 

what is best (17, 41, 58, 125). Presumably it is best for us to eat plants than to die; such robbery is 

morally permissible; but eating animals when not necessary for our survival is another matter 

altogether, as vegetarians eagerly point out. Making explicit, “Do what is best when values 

conflict,” in concrete particular cases would be immensely complex and would require many 

volumes of Talmud and casuistry. I deal with some relevant issues like abortion, terminal cases, 

unrelievable suffering, and ethics and animals in Chapter three of my An Axiological Process 

Ethics, but all of that is far beyond the scope of this essay. 

 To conclude, let us take a look at Artson’s ranking of intrinsic, extrinsic, and systemic values, 

and at his resolution of their possible conflicts. As for extrinsic values, the intrinsic worth of 

individuals clearly has priority over the extrinsic. Rabbi Artson says, “You may not indenture 

yourself to wealth, fame, prestige, social status, or habits. You have been set free” (145). 

 As for systemic values, according to Artson, extrinsic values like good deeds rank higher than 

systemic values. Discussions of the mitzvot or “commandments” are customarily introduced “by 

noting that in Judaism the deed is central whereas theology remains secondary” (91)—a clear 

ranking of the extrinsic over the systemic that also appears in Artson’s “the priority of the ethical 

over the ritual in Jewish tradition,” “The Talmud clearly place the ethical over the ritual” (52); 

“Ritual matters because it generates ethical seriousness” (104); and “The Rabbis perceive God as 

preferring righteous behavior to correct belief” (34). Artson also emphatically affirms the necessity 

for systemic/extrinsic value combinations: “As though thought and deed could ever be completely 

separated—a fuller Process understanding of Judaism as a way of life invites us to recognize the 

dynamic, almost organic way that thought and deed interrelate in a confluence richer than either 

would be alone” (92) and “The whole is greater than the sum of its parts” (95). 

 As we have seen, intrinsic values, whole persons, God, and life in general, clearly rank highest 

in Judaism. Artson affirms this on many pages of his book (xvi, 54, 82-83, 88, 125-125, 128). For 

moral and spiritual effectiveness, not only must Jewish systemic and extrinsic values be combined 

with each other, but both must be combined in turn with intrinsic values and evaluations. Jewish 

commandments and “laws” are not obeyed for their own sake, or merely for their usefulness in 

promoting prosperity and social solidarity. No, they are (or should be) obeyed primarily out of 

love for (intrinsic valuation of) God and for one another (finite intrinsically valuable realities). 

“Mitzvot are commandments because we are loved with an everlasting love and because we are 

inspired to yearn for God’s intimacy and illumination. Love creates imperatives that ripple out 

from the core of our loving hearts, which is precisely where God abides. Love obligates from the 

inside, as caring and nurturing warm from within” (99). Commandments and beliefs may also be 

valued intrinsically; the Torah itself should be accepted “with love and affection, with fear and 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Self-sacrifice_in_Jewish_law
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reverence, with awe and trembling” (105). In discussing prayer, direct interpersonal relations with 

God are ranked higher than the beliefs that we often bring to the process: “Our moments of sincere 

outpouring are more real than the ideas we filter those acts through” (123). Of course, as Artson 

explains, we might be able to develop and incorporate a better theology, better ideas about God, 

into our praying (134), and he has shown effectively that Process Theology definitely helps. So 

can Hartmanian Formal Axiology. 

 

Conclusion 

 

No doubt, the preceding discussion does not do full justice to the richness and completeness of 

Rabbi Artson’s book or to Judaism itself. As Formal Axiology clearly states, you need to define 

the concept you are dealing with, before you can attempt to define its intrinsic, extrinsic and 

systemic dimensions. Judaism has been defined as a religion, as a civilization, as a culture, as a 

way of life or as an ethnic group, just to mention a few definitions of its concept. Just to define the 

concept will take much more of what the authors have tried to accomplish. Judaism has been a 

continuous evolving concept that has changed in time. Rabbi Artson’s use of Process Theology, is 

without a doubt, a new perspective on the ongoing process of understanding it. Adding Formal 

Axiology to this process is our contribution to the matter. 

 Perhaps enough has been said to inspire others to further explore relations between Judaism, 

Formal Axiology, and Process Theology, to begin to understand and greatly appreciate Judaism, 

and to integrate it with these two mutually compatible and complementary philosophical 

perspectives. 
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Abstract 

 

Axiology, the Value Science developed by Robert S. Hartman, offers through the Hartman Value 

Profile direct measures of patterns of valuing, abilities, beliefs, attitudes, and human motivation 

that have not been integrated into the body of psychological knowledge yet. This article explores 

the two perspectives – axiological and psychological – on the concept of “empathy.” The 

theoretical background is followed by a series of four correlation studies on empathy related 

measures associated with the two models. The studies do not find a significant correlation between 

the chosen measures, yet they revealed significant correlations – some of them unexpected – with 

some other scales which in turn holds promising potentials for further research: a) by offering 

evidence for one limitation embedded in the design of the psychological measure of empathy, and 

b) by suggesting a possible link between one’s axiological profile and one’s preferred strategy for 

exercising empathy.  

 

 

Empathy has a special place on the axiological map and pervades much of all interpersonal 

interactions, abilities, and activities. Within the psychological body of knowledge, although the 

history of the concept of empathy goes back as far as1873, the actual understanding and rigorous 

scientific study of it became possible only recently with the aid of neurosciences. Thus, it is 

possible now to explore more deeply the concept of empathy through these double lenses of 

axiometry and psychology, as shown by the results of the present research. 

The model of formal axiology, as developed by Robert S. Hartman, became the object of study 

for many of his former philosophy students, and to a lesser degree of psychologists, despite the 

unique tool that it offers to the field of applied psychology, namely the Hartman Value Profile. 

There is one foundational work, The New Science of Axiological Psychology, which presents a 

significant number of validation studies including construct validity, concurrent validity with well-

established tests such as MMPI and Cattell 16PF and CAQ scales, cross-national studies, and 

biomedical validity among other. Through his work Leon Pomeroy made highly important 

contributions to connecting axiology with psychology. I look forward to the time when 

http://www.adinaborta.com/
mailto:adina@adinaborta.com
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psychologists, psychotherapists, and psychiatrists will become more familiar with axiology and 

will integrate it into their work and research for the greater benefit of humanity. 

 The present study is an attempt to build another bridge between axiology and psychology by 

exploring the concept of empathy in a way that it is hoped will offer valuable insight to both 

axiological and psychological perspectives.1 

 

1. The Axiological Perspective 

 

As early as 1915, the Romanian philosopher Petre Andrei took the concept of empathy from the 

theory of Lipps and, based on Lipps’ concepts, defined empathic valuation as the underlying 

process involved in aesthetic valuation. He recognized that in an aesthetic object there is a mix of 

objective and subjective components. In his attempt to more precisely identify the common 

underlying human subjectivity proposed by Kant, he used the concept of empathy and argued that 

experiencing beauty relies on such sensibility that allows a person to go outside him or herself, to 

make such a psychic transfer as the one described by Lipps through the concept of empathy. In 

aesthetic valuing, “We feel what is human, we feel the value both in us and in the object” (Andrei, 

181). He continued by saying that in all art we are looking for the life in it, for the expressions and 

feelings: “We find and feel the beauty where there is life, where we can put more of our soul in 

it.” (227).  

Andrei emphasized that aesthetic values contain a non-rational element, that they cannot be 

imposed through rational means, that they have an inner subjective character, but also contain or 

demonstrate a general human subjectivity (as opposed to the sense of subjective meaning that there 

are as many aesthetic values as people).   

He also differentiated aesthetic valuation from the practical type of valuation: “Aesthetic 

valuation is produced through an affirmation of life in another object (but not a utilitarian 

affirmation)” (Andrei). Petre Andrei was also a strong advocate of logical objective research in 

axiology, considering that approaching values only from a subjective psychological perspective 

was limiting, as psychology could cover only the phenomenological aspects. 

Robert Hartman defined intrinsic valuation as empathic thinking, as the capacity for 

identification with people and knowing “from within.” “In intrinsic valuation the subject and 

object of knowledge form an inseparable unit, and the subject, in the process of knowing, 

completely interpenetrates the nature of the object. Knower and known form an organic unit, a 

community; the object known is part of the knowing subject and the knowing subject is one with 

the object known. Knowing and being fuse into one” (Hartman, quoted in Edwards, 106). 

“Intrinsic valuation is the valuation of poets and artists, lovers and mystics, magicians and 

advertisers, chefs de cuisine and politicians, creative theologians and scientists. It is empathic – 

and empathetic – valuation” (Hartman, 1967, 114). We can also “bond” with an object, an idea, or 

a place. 

“Intrinsic measurement is exalted experience, enjoyment, involvement in the thing valued; 

indeed, the stages of involvement are this measurement” (Hartman, quoted in Edwards, 103). 

                                                
1 The present research was supported by the Axiometrics International team, and I express my gratitude to them for 

their interest and kind aid offered by providing the scores for the Hartman and Axiometrics scales selected for this 
study and a free report to the participants. Given the proprietary nature of the formulas for the Axiometrics scales, the 

Axiometrics team expressed openness for similar provision of Hartman Value Profile related scores for replication 

studies. Partial results of this research were presented at the Robert S. Hartman Institute Conference, 2014, Knoxville, 

TN, USA. 
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For this current research I chose empathy as the building unit, the key process on which all 

other types of involvement rely, including compassion, love, and identification. Intrinsic valuation 

is one of the dimensions of the Hartman model, the other two dimensions being extrinsic valuation 

– valuation of practical, material values, and systemic valuation – valuation of constructs of the 

mind, ideas and concepts. According to Hartman’s model, almost every human experience is a 

composite of the three types of valuation – intrinsic, extrinsic and systemic, each present in various 

degrees. 

In axiological terms, empathy, as described above, is essentially defining the intrinsic 

dimension. We move now to the psychological construct of empathy and see what the current 

understanding of it is. 

 

2. History of the Concept of Empathy 

 

Robert Vischer, a German art historian and philosopher, used the word Einfühlung (feeling into) 

in 1873 to address an observer’s feelings evoked by works of art.  

 According to Pigman (1995), the word was used to describe the projection of human feelings 

onto inanimate objects when appreciating a work of art. The concept was further elaborated by 

Theodor Lipps, who offered the first theory of empathy. For Lipps, the unconscious process of 

Einfühlung is based on a “natural instinct” and on “inner imitation” (Montag). Lipps (quoted in 

Andrei) defined Einfühlung in relation to an object of art as an internal psychic state where we 

introduce “something from our soul” into the aesthetic object. Then he expanded the concept into 

four forms, including a social form of empathy, which consists of feeling into other peoples’ states. 

Einfühlung, according to Lipps, (quoted in Montag) entails fusion between the observer and the 

observed object. He used the example of watching an acrobat on a tightrope and suggested that 

perceived movements and affective expressions are “instinctively” and simultaneously mirrored 

by kinesthetic “strivings” and an experience of corresponding feelings in the observer. In 1909 

Edward Titchener translated Einfühlung as “empathy.” The term is derived from the Greek word 

“empatheia” which means appreciation of another person’s feelings.  

 

3. Empathy as a Psychological Concept 

 

Within the field of psychology, Southard (1918) was the first to describe the significance of 

empathy in the relationship between a clinician and a patient. For a period of time, the concept of 

empathy was used mainly in relation to the psychotherapeutic or counseling relationship and in 

the discussion of prosocial behavior and altruism. 

 About half a century ago, Charles Aring (quoted in Hojat) described empathy as the act or 

capacity of appreciating another person’s feelings without joining those feelings. Robert Hogan 

(quoted in Hojat) defined empathy as “the intellectual or imaginative apprehension of another’s 

condition or state of mind without actually experiencing that person’s feelings.” These definitions 

by Hogan and Aring are in line with Carl Rogers’s “as if” condition in his often-quoted definition 

of empathy: “to perceive the internal frame of reference of another with accuracy as if one were 

the other person but without ever losing the ‘as if ’ condition” (Hojat, 5). In addition, Rogers 

described the experience of empathy as entering into the private perceptual world of another person 

and becoming thoroughly at home in it. (Hojat). This “as if” condition is the key feature that 

distinguishes empathy from sympathy. 
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Empathy as a Process 

 

Daniel Batson describes in the 2011 collection entitled The Social Neuroscience of Empathy, eight 

phenomena related to empathy. Four of them seem more central, yet we can see them as a family 

of (probably) overlapping processes.  

 

  Knowing another person’s internal states, including his or her thoughts and feelings 

  Coming to feel as another person feels 

 Intuiting or imaginatively projecting oneself into another’s situation. This is similar to 

imagining how one would think and feel in the other’s place 

 Imagining how another person is thinking and feeling. This is a form of perspective taking 

and is the equivalent of adopting “an empathic attentional set,” one which involves: “a process 

of feeling into, in which person A opens him or herself in a deeply responsive way to person 

B’s feelings and experiencing, without losing awareness that B is a distinct other self” (Decety 

& Ickes, 7). This description comes very close to the view on empathy as described by Carl 

Rogers.  

 

 Feeling what the other feels at a similar intensity may actually prevent an accurate 

understanding of the other, as it leads one to become focused on one’s emotional distress. The 

accuracy of understanding of how it is for the other person is a paramount aspect of empathy, and 

it is what makes empathy instrumental in the accurate perception of the needs of the other, a key 

aspect for helping professions. 

 Currently, most researchers consider empathy as a combination of cognitive and emotional 

processes. What varies is their respective weights. There are several models for explaining 

empathy; some of them add a third type of process, motivation, which is particularly relevant 

within the care professions. Motivation is in part a conscious process and in part an unconscious 

process. By taking into account motivation and the more or less deliberate choice of taking an 

empathic attention set, we reach a point where we can look at empathy as both ability and attitude. 

 Nancy Eisenberg (quoted in Decety & Ickes, 72) describes three functional elements of 

empathy: 

 

1) affective sharing between the self and the other,  

2) self-other awareness, and  

3) mental flexibility and self-regulation.  

 

 The first component includes representations that are shared between the self and others. It 

relies on automatic perception or activation of emotions, called also “emotional contagion”. It is 

considered “the basic building block of human interaction” (Decety & Ickes), and it is described 

as “the tendency to automatically mimic and synchronize facial expressions, vocalizations, 

postures, and movements with those of another person and, consequently, to converge 

emotionally” (Hatfield, Cacioppo, and Rapson, quoted in Decety & Ickes, 19).  

 The second component – self-other awareness – is the awareness that the self and the other are 

similar but separate. 

 The third component – mental flexibility and self-regulation – assists the individual in 

consciously engaging in perspective taking. 
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 We note that the ability for affective sharing as a basic human ability seems to overlap with 

the “focus” dimension from the Axiometrics model – the degree to which one is automatically 

open to others’ feelings and experiences – as people differ in their individual ability for affective 

sharing.  

 

4. Explanatory Models 

 

Exploration of the various explanatory models of the mechanisms underlying the concept 

mentioned above  – cognitive empathy, affective sharing, emotional contagion, etc. – led to three 

theories that will be presented further: 

 

  Mirror neuron system (M. Iacoboni) 

  Polyvagal theory (S. Porges) 

  Somatic Markers (A. Damasio) 

 

Mirror Neuron System 

 

Iacoboni describes the experiments and findings of the group of neuroscientists who developed the 

mirror neuron model. They discovered that when we watch, for example, a movie or somebody 

performing an action, some of the cells firing in our brains are the same that fire when we have the 

same emotions as the characters in the movie, or when we perform the same action. These cells 

were called mirror neurons and are found in some areas of the brain. For the example, the ones 

associated with movement are located in the premotor cortex, and when watching another person’s 

movements, these neurons are activated. Since the premotor cortex is connected to the primary 

motor cortex it makes the motor cortex more excitable, resulting in signals being sent to the 

corresponding muscles, which then twitch involuntarily. Similarly, when recognizing emotions in 

others, we respond in a very similar manner, as described by Theodore Lipps almost a century ago. 

When we watch someone expressing emotions physically, mirror neurons fire, as if we were 

making those facial expressions ourselves. Through this firing, the neurons also send signals to 

emotional brain centers in the limbic system, and in this way we feel what the other person feels. 

Only after we feel these emotions internally are we able to recognize them at the conscious level. 

 Not only do mirror neurons activate when we see emotions and actions, they are also involved 

in recognizing the intentions of other people. By helping us recognize the actions of other people, 

mirror neurons also help us to a certain extent - understand the motives behind those actions, the 

intentions of other individuals, given that our own behaviors are almost invariably associated with 

specific intentions.  

 In conclusion, empathy involves complex operations of intelligence that integrate visceral 

emotional contagion and somatic sensorimotor mirroring. Tracking the neural activity of mirror 

neurons enabled scientists to conclude that observing and watching others in a particular emotional 

state automatically activates a representation of that state in the observer, with its’ associated 

somatic and autonomic responses (Preston & de Waal, quoted in Decety). It is possible, depending 

on the strength of the existing associated representations, that the emotions activated in the 

observer can be of low or high intensity. This process can be activated through actual observation, 

also through listening to stories and imagery (Danziger, 2006; Jackson & Decety, 2004), though 

there may be differences in the evoked potentials for each modality. As we will see, Damasio 

suggests that there are two different pathways at the neural activity level. 
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 The fact that these processes can also be triggered through imagination brings to our attention 

the ideomotor model of human action, which assumes that the starting point of actions are the 

intentions associated with them, and that actions should be considered essentially as means to 

achieve those intentions. 

 This model differs significantly from the more popular sensory-motor model, according to 

which the starting point of human actions is some form of sensory stimulation that determines 

actions in response.  

 The ideomotor model is rooted in the insights of William James and Rudolph Hermann Lotze, 

who independently reflected on the idea of voluntary actions and their consequences. Their main 

concept was that for voluntary actions, a representation of the goal to be achieved is required. Such 

representation is also sufficient if – and this is a remarkable idea – it is unchallenged by a 

conflicting idea. According to the ideomotor model, this happens because we humans have learned 

about the effects of our own actions. As an example, consider simple behaviors such as turning on 

a light, where just thinking of this action will activate in your brain the representation of your hand 

moving in a specific way. One area of applied psychology that includes this principle is 

hypnotherapy. In their practice, hypnotherapists know that the main work to enable people to make 

their wishes come true is 1) to support them in making a clear representation of what they want to 

achieve and 2) to remove all the opposing ideas (many of them in the form of unconscious beliefs) 

that stand in the way of their goal. 

 The mirror neuron model shows how feelings are used as another channel through which we 

gain information about others, beside the cognitive processes of reasoning, perspective taking and 

imagining.  

 Since empathy as a process involves emotional contagion and identifying, even if at 

unconscious levels, with clues regarding the other person’s experience, it is reasonable to consider 

the accuracy with which people infer others’ internal states. Carl Rogers spoke of accurate 

empathy referring to the quality of the inferences people make about the states of others. It means, 

more specifically “the degree to which a perceiver is able to accurately infer the specific content 

of another person’s successive thoughts and feelings” (Ickes, quoted in Decety & Ickes). This 

concept seems similar to the clarity measurement for intrinsic valuation within the axiometric 

model, or the Dim I1 scores from the Hartman original scores. 

 Emotional contagion is also a building unit for identification. In identification, which is 

different from empathy, we not only “feel into” what another person is feeling, but, temporarily, 

the barrier between self and other goes down, and we really feel  and think “as if” we were the 

other person. 

When the intensity of the feelings are similar to, or sometimes even higher than, those of the other 

person, we consider this to be over-arousal, and the result can be, in the case of negative feelings, 

personal distress where the focus shifts from the other to oneself as the desire to alleviate one’s 

own distress increases. 

 We know that Robert S. Hartman defined intrinsic valuation as empathy and empathic 

thinking, “In thinking of them we are completely involved; we form a continuum with them” 

(Hartman, 1973). 

  For the purpose of the present study, the question arises as to whether the type of processing 

described by Hartman under the name of “intrinsic valuation” is the same as the automatic 

processes present in affective sharing and sensorimotor mirroring that occur most of the time 

below the threshold of awareness, or is it an altogether different path with a distinctive mechanism? 

One way to test the possibility of involving the same mechanism is via investigating the correlation 
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between intrinsic valuation measures and empathy measured with a tool from classical psychology, 

on the assumption that the chosen classical test measures empathy by eliciting these processes and 

not others. 

 Activating an emotion in the observer can happen via mirror neurons – thus on cortical 

cognitive paths, but at least some emotions (e.g., fear) seem to be evoked through a different 

emotional neural circuit that includes the thalamus and limbic areas, in particular the amygdala. F. 

de Vignemont and T. Singer (quoted in Decety) argue that although in most cases empathy relies 

on body movements, they are not necessary, and “empathy can occur independent of motor 

network activation.” 

 Cognitive empathy depends on an accurate perception of others, and it involves perspective 

taking and a good “theory of mind.” Affective empathy is related to the capacity to experience 

affective reactions to the experience of others. It seems that the mirror neuron system provides one 

mechanism by which we replicate the emotions of others, and by doing so we elicit conglomerates 

of emotions, thoughts, and experiences of our own that allow us to effectively process the  

information and understand the other’s mental state.  

 

Polyvagal Theory and the Social Engagement System 

 

Yet another system that seems to be involved in processing emotional information related to other 

people is proposed by Stephen Porges. He brings attention to what he calls “the social engagement 

system.” He points out, “Some of the underlying physiological substrates necessary for the 

expression of empathy are shared with more general aspects of emotionality, as well as sociability 

and reproduction, which are dependent on lower brain structures and the autonomic nervous 

system” (Porges, 2011). Porges takes into account in particular the ventral vagal efferent pathway 

that provides neuroanatomical and neurophysiological links between the brain stem regulation of 

the striated muscles of the face and the regulation of the autonomic nervous system. This is a more 

recent pathway that emerged in mammals, and it connects the brain stem with, among others, facial 

muscles, larynx, pharynx, and the heart. Porges refers to it as “the smart vagus.” Through empathy, 

the “face-heart” connection of the social engagement systems enable individuals to detect and 

respond to the features that indicate if another person is safe or in danger, and doing this allows 

groups to share responsibility for detecting danger. This ability to share knowledge regarding 

environmental danger provided the basis for developing social groups, communities, and societies. 

Visceral sensations represent communication between visceral organs (heart and gut) and the brain 

stem, through the autonomic nervous system. This in turn transmits information to brain regions 

such as the insula, a part of the brain that is involved in affective empathy. 

 The social engagement system consists of a somatomotor component and a visceromotor 

component. The somatomotor component involves special visceral afferent pathways that regulate 

the striated muscles of the face and head, while the visceromotor component involves the 

myelinated vagus that regulates the heart and bronchi. Porges’ theory provides an explanation for 

the “pure” emotional component of empathy, particularly that which is generated in situations 

relevant to the safety feeling of an individual. 

 Porges brings to our attention that as early as 1872, Darwin acknowledged the mutual reactions 

between the heart and the brain. He pointed out that whenever the heart is affected, it reacts, and 

these reactions reach the brain; which in turn reacts back through the pneumo-gastric nerve (i.e. 

vagus nerve). Despite Darwin’s acknowledgment of bi-directional communication between the 

heart and the brain, subsequent medical and physiological research tended to minimize the afferent 
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pathways and the brainstem regulatory areas, and to focus mostly on the peripheral motor nerves 

of the autonomic nervous system. 

 The polyvagal theory proposed by Porges describes the three phylogenetic stages in the 

development of the autonomic nervous system of mammals and the three subsystems they are 

associated with, respectively: 

 

1. The most recent phylogenetically developed social communication system is behaviorally 

linked to facial expression, vocalization, listening. It is only present in mammals. It involves 

the myelinated vagus, (“smart vagus”), which serves “to foster calm behavioral states by 

inhibiting sympathetic influences to the heart and dampening the hypothalamic-pituitary-

adrenal (HPA) axis” (Porges, 2011). Through the process of evolution, the vagus changed from 

regulating visceral organs to being integrated with the regulation of the face. The brain stem 

nuclei that regulate the myelinated vagus became integrated with the nuclei that regulate the 

muscles of the face and head. One implication is that the neuroregulation of the face is through 

a different, separate system than the neuroregulation of hands and the rest of the body. The 

neural regulation of the heart is linked neurophysiologically via the myelinated vagus with the 

special visceral afferent pathways that regulate eye gaze, facial expression and listening. 

2. The mobilization system is behaviorally linked to fight or flight response and is dependent 

on the functioning of the sympathetic nervous system.  

3. The most phylogenetically primitive component, the immobilization system, is behaviorally 

expressed through immobilization (e.g., feigning death, vasovagal syncope, and behavioral 

shutdown) and is dependent on the unmyelinated vagus, which is shared with most vertebrates. 

  

 These three autonomic subsystems – the social communication subsystem, mobilization and 

immobilization system – are phylogenetically ordered and are activated in response to challenges 

to safety in accord with the same phylogenetic order in which the first one inhibits the two lower 

ones. When that one fails to provide safety, the other two are recruited: first the mobilization 

system and then (when the danger cannot be overcome by that one) the immobilization system. 

 Critical to understanding the concept of empathy is an awareness of the capacity of the nervous 

system to detect and evaluate the features of the social environment. At the heart of mammalian 

survival are the concept of safety, and the ability to distinguish whether the environment is safe 

and whether other individuals are friends or foes. The neural evaluation of risk is rapid and can 

occur without conscious awareness. For that reason the term “neuroception” has been introduced 

to describe how neural circuits that function as a safety-threat detection system are capable of 

distinguishing among situations that are safe, dangerous, or life threatening (quoted in Decety, 

173). “Neuroception represents a neural process that enables humans and other mammals to 

engage in social behaviors by distinguishing safe from dangerous contexts” (Porges 2009). 

 Neuroception is proposed as a possible mechanism mediating both the expression and the 

dysfunction of positive social behavior, emotion regulation, and visceral homeostasis. 

Neuroception might be triggered by feature detectors; and thus, the neuroception of the more 

familiar expressions of faces, voices and gestures facilitates a social interaction that promotes a 

feeling of safety. Given that about 80% of the nerve fibers in the vagus nerve are afferent (sensory) 

nerves, communicating the state of the viscera to the brain provides us with an understanding of 

some of the processes involved in neuroception. The fibers that go down through myelinated vagus 

enable mammals to convey to others the information regarding safety through facial expression 

and vocalization, and these processes are regulated in an automatic way, without the need of 
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conscious awareness. This would also support the universality of some of the emotions that have 

high survival value; it is interesting to note that out of the six universal emotions only one (i.e., 

happiness) is a positive 100% safe one. The others: fear, anger, disgust, sadness and surprise, either 

alert or indicate a negative state. 

 The implications of neuroception on empathy must be further explored; it can be highly 

relevant in the initial evaluation of a context, possibly making room for activation of more 

deliberate cortical processes after the context has been evaluated as being safe.  

 

Somatic markers 

 

Antonio Damasio puts forward an interesting mechanism active in decision making processes. For 

the purpose of this study, we will bring attention to some aspects that are relevant for emotional 

processing and the somatic states that constantly inform the brain.  

 In Descartes’ Error, Damasio defines “somatic markers” as bodily states that mark certain 

mental images. He defines this concept in the context of decision making processes. These states 

are basically pleasant or unpleasant, and they guide us in the decision making process very quickly. 

During a decision making process, while we envision a certain option and the associated scenario 

is represented in the brain, the corresponding somatosensory pattern that describes the contingent 

emotion is re-activated; thus it activates in a very short time either a bad or a good feeling regarding 

the outcome related to that particular option. Damasio suggests that these bodily states – 

somatically marked – have been linked earlier during our life with the predictable results of certain 

scenarios. Some of them are inborn (e.g., primary emotions), but most of them are learned through 

repeated association during the early development and education periods (e.g., secondary 

emotions). Sometimes they make the initial preselection, leaving, therefore, a significantly reduced 

number of alternatives for the rational, logic-driven component of the decision making process. At 

other times they fully influence our decisions, and in such cases we tend to see the process as being 

an intuitive one; we act on a hunch or gut feeling, even though we do not have a logical argument 

for it. Furthermore, Damasio considers that the somatic markers have an additional function: they 

might boost attention and working memory, thus ensuring continuity for the entire cognitive 

system (i.e., for the reasoning or rational component of the decision making process (Damasio, 

1996). 

 The modification of bodily states under the action of somatic markers includes changes both 

at the visceral level and at the musculoskeletal level, with the former having a stronger impact in 

building dispositional states and emotional states. 

 On occasion, somatic markers may operate covertly (without reaching consciousness) and may 

utilize an “as-if-loop.” After repeated experience of a certain emotion and its bodily 

correspondents of which the brain is informed, the brain is able to activate a neural mechanism 

that rebuilds, just in the brain, something similar to that emotion, the body being bypassed. This 

“as if” mechanism allows for representing in the brain a certain set of information without having 

to go through all the costly process of actually feeling those feelings.  

 One very important detail is that in order to activate that detour mechanism, the brain must 

previously have had a real experience of that emotion, i.e., one that was felt in the body. 

 The concept of somatic markers and their action seem to be important in the study of intuition, 

and we can notice the overlapping of mechanisms that underlie empathy and those of intuition. 

For the purpose of this current research, the “as if” mechanism – the vicarious activation of the 

correlates of a feeling only at the brain level – holds more promise for two reasons: 1) the scenario 
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that activates the “as-if” mechanism is similar to the “Reading the Mind in the Eye” task and 2) it 

parallels the strategies used by some of the participants in the present study, as described by them. 

 In the context of the Reading the Mind in the Eye task, we can consider the empathic state as 

the “as if” emotional state developed just at the brain level, based on the association of what we 

actually see in the other person by looking at the picture with something similar happening in the 

past, when we did feel a real feeling. So, if we have a rich enough database of empathic reactions 

to that particular feeling in others, we are able now to inform our brain of what is relevant just by 

this “as if” mechanism, reproduced in the brain but not felt in the body. We could regard this as an 

instance of cognitive empathy, which seems to involve a systemic type of mechanism, in 

axiological terminology: the mind has to go back to a memory of a similar appearance, make a 

mental representation of what the other person could have felt (because the subject had that 

experience many times before) and base his or her understanding on that representation.  

 

5. Research Design 

 

The purpose of this current research is to explore the connections between the axiological and 

psychological concepts of empathy.  

 Theoretical models of empathy from psychology identify a combination of cognitive and 

emotional processing, while the axiological model speaks of empathic thinking – one’s capacity 

to identify the uniqueness and individuality in others. It is expected that some of the underlying 

processing will give its marks in empathy-related scales of axiological and, respectively, 

psychological measurement instruments.  

 We cannot speak of a concurrent validity study because the Hartman Value Profile does not 

have a specific scale for empathy. Yet, as presented in the first part, the concept is present in the 

very structure of the model on which Hartman Value profile is based. The scales developed by 

Axiometrics International contain several that are relevant for empathy. To test the main 

hypothesis, therefore, that both axiological and psychological measurements of empathy measure 

the same construct, participants in the study took two tests; and a significant positive correlation 

was expected. I used the Hartman Value Profile for the axiological measure, and the “Reading the 

Mind in the Eye” test of Simon Baron-Cohen as a direct measurement of one component of 

empathy, namely the ability to accurately identify the emotions and internal states of other people.  

The rest of the article presents the empirical study, explaining exactly the line of thinking, testing, 

analyzing, and exploring that I undertook. 

 

Method 

 

Participants 

Seventy-one women and thirty-five men of various nationalities, with ages between 20 and 83, 

and occupations spanning from academic studying, to artistic activities, consulting, and some 

unemployed, took part in this research. 

 

Procedure 

Participants completed two tests, the Hartman Value Profile and the Reading the Mind in the Eye 

Test. The Hartman Value Profile consists of 2 lists of 18 items. Participants have to order the items 

on Part 1 from what they consider best to what they consider worst, and on Part 2, from what they 

agree with the most to what they disagree with the most. The items came from an updated form of 
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the test that is in accordance with the dimensions and categories as defined by R. S. Hartman and 

M. C. Trigos. Besides the basic scales from the Hartman Value Profile, I used some of the 

composite scales from the Thinking Pattern Profile™ reports developed by Axiometrics 

International.  

 

Study 1 

Scales 

 

I selected two scales from the original Hartman scales - Dim I1 and Int I1 - and another three scales 

which express key facets of empathy, out of the more than one hundred scales developed by 

Axiometrics International: 

 

 1) Dim I1 – capacity to discern individuality in others 

2) Int I1 – capacity to discern the relevant in complex situations concerning other’s 

individuality 

 3) In – Insight into others 

 4) S – Sensitivity to others 

 5) Un – Understanding others’ attitudes 

 

 The second test used was Reading the Mind in the Eye Test – the Revised Version – which 

consists in a series of 36 photographs of the eye-region of the face of different actors and actresses. 

In this test, the participant is offered 4 options of emotions/mental states and is asked to choose 

which one of the them best describes what the person in the photograph is thinking or feeling. This 

test was conceived to measure directly how well a person can tune in to the mental state of another 

person. Tuning in to the mental states of others is a key element of empathy. The test has the 

advantage of being also a direct task, similar to the Hartman Value Profile, so it bypasses the limits 

of a self-report type of instrument. The test was developed by Professor Simon Baron-Cohen, and 

it is available for academic research from the Autism Research Center: 

http://www.autismresearchcentre.com/arc_tests. (Editorial note: For more on Baron-Cohen, see 

the article by Arthur Ellis in this issue.) 

 Eighty three subjects took the tests online, while twenty three others completed the 

paper/pencil tests in a quiet room. Twenty five of these subjects took the tests in English, and 

eighty-one took the tests in Romanian. The order of the tests was not controlled. 

 The participants received their raw scores on the Reading the Mind in the Eyes Test and a 

general profile report showing their strengths (sources of flow) and obstacles (sources of blocks) 

based on their axiological profiles. 

 

Hypothesis 

 

I expected to find a significant positive correlation between each of the five axiological scales 

listed above and tuning in to mental states of others from the Reading the Mind in the Eye test.  

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.autismresearchcentre.com/arc_tests
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Results 

 

On the Reading the Mind in the Eye Test the mean for the whole sample was 25.42, with the mean 

for the women’s subgroup being slightly higher than the mean for the men’s subgroup: 25.58 and 

25.11, respectively. 

 

Table 1 

Correlations 

  

Eyes 

Test DIMI1 INTI1 DIME1 In S Un Att 

Eyes 

Test 

Pearson 

Correlation 
1 -.147 -.162 .198* -.112 .114 -.133 .211* 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 
  .132 .097 .042 .254 .243 .174 .030 

N 106 106 106 106 106 106 106 106 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

Discussion 

 

As can be seen in Table 1, none of the five scales I initially selected show a significant correlation 

with the Eye Test. At first sight it seemed surprising that not only there is no significant correlation 

of tuning in others’ mental states, but even more, that the correlation is negative. This invited re-

thinking and analyzing the data again, including some other scales, and reflecting upon the 

qualitative data: the spontaneous remarks made by some of the participants regarding the Eye Test. 

At this stage two ideas seem to make sense and suggested further direction for exploration. 

 1. One participant had a superior score on the Eye Test while having a rather poor score on the 

intrinsic dimension (Dim I1= 18). That was intriguing, so I looked closer at her profile. I noticed 

that she had poor scores on all valuation dimensions, except for extrinsic world valuation. Her 

capacity for discerning concrete values in the outer world was excellent. I knew she was a highly 

perceptive person, so I wondered if that might play a role. When including two more scales – 

Attention to Concrete Detail (Att) and Capacity to Discern Practical, Concrete Values in the 

outside world (Dim E1) the results changed. Both correlate significantly – at 0.05 level – with the 

Eye Test. This opened a new understanding of the Eye Test itself. Athough the Reading the Mind 

in the Eye Test aims at measuring how well a person can tune in to the mental state of another 

person – and this is indeed a key component of empathy – actually by design it does not expose 

the subject to another person but to a picture, i.e., to a visual representation of one’s facial 

expression. So it requires first and foremost that the subject observe the details in each picture and 

link what they observe with what they know from daily perception of other people. 

 2. The negative correlations raised additional questions. I looked more at the data for all the 

participants who had very high scores on Eye Test. There were 17 who had scores of 30 or above. 

Twelve of them had a very good capacity for valuing in the external world (extrinsic dimension). 

Eight of them also had good capacity for discerning individuality in others (intrinsic dimension, 

the one hypothesized to be most relevant). The remaining 4 offered a clue for what could be the 

interfering factor. They qualified as “unconventional” along both dimensions: intrinsic and 
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extrinsic. This shed much light on the negative correlation that was found initially and also opened 

the path for a new hypothesis – linking axiological individual profiles with preferred patterns of 

empathizing. Let us look in more depth at each implication. 

 Unconventional axiological patterns: The original interpretation of the Hartman Value Profile 

indicates that the higher the score of a person on a scale, for example Dim I1, the poorer his or her 

capacity on that scale, the score being calculated based on the deviation of the subject’s answer 

from the theoretical order of the test, which is based on Formal Axiology. One particular feature 

of the Axiometric system which was not present in Hartman’s Value Profile manual is that it is 

capable of identifying so-called “unconventional” types of valuation, namely partially inverted 

scores that are not due to poor capacity to discern between values but to an original yet sound way 

of valuing. In their case, the dissimilarity score, the score that shows the number of inversions, 

does not express distortion, i.e., confusing valuation with disvaluation. An example that would 

illustrate the above point could be as follows: 

 

 A has Dim I1 =3 

 B has Dim I1=7 

 C has Dim I1 =10 and is unconventional on intrinsic dimension 

 

According to both the original Hartman Manual and the Axiometric system, B has a poorer 

capacity for discerning individuality in others than A (although still both have excellent scores): 

Dim I1(B) > Dim I1(A).  

 Yet, as per Axiometric system development, although C has a less clear score than B, he or she 

does not have a poorer capacity for discerning individuality in others than B. Because of these 

atypical scores we cannot simply take Dim I1 as linearly showing the level of capacity for 

discerning individuality in others. Therefore, calculating the correlations between Dim I1 raw 

scores and Eye Test score would be affected by all the unconventional scores. 

 Axiometrics International has its own formulas for correctly taking into account the effects of 

this score. Lacking this possibility for data analysis in the SPSS software, I decided to remove the 

subjects who showed unconventional valuation. The following results come from analyzing the 

data in three stages:  

 

Study 2: N=90 after taking out from the sample those participants who show an unconventional 

capacity for intrinsic valuing. 

Study 3: N= 74 after subsequently taking out from the sample above those participants who 

show an unconventional capacity also for extrinsic valuing. 

Study 4: N=63 after subsequently taking out from the sample above those participants who 

show an unconventional capacity also for systemic valuing. 

 

 The link between individual axiological profiles and preferred patterns of empathizing. Before 

displaying the tables with the results, consider one thought about the second idea that came from 

taking a more detailed look at the profiles of the participants who scored at superior levels on the 

Eye Test. The fact that the high performance on the Eye Test can be roughly associated with either 

a high level of clarity in intrinsic or extrinsic valuation gave me the idea that the axiological 

individual profile of people might correlate in a consistent manner with the internal processes that 

they go about when empathizing with others. This would imply, and maybe reveal, that there are 

individual differences in the mechanisms that are activated and that result in what we call empathy, 
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which in turn would explain the diversity of perspectives on empathy by validating that indeed not 

everyone goes through the same inner process when empathizing. In other words, it would show 

that there is indeed a psychological structure for empathy, with preconditions such as the feeling 

of safety, for example, a sequence of internal processes (bodily as well as mental), and 

interpersonal variation. Thus, I decided to ask the participants to explicitly describe the strategy 

they used in executing the Eye Test task. The insights and thoughts that resulted from integrating 

this input are presented at the end of the article, since it must remain for further research. 

 

Study 2 

N=90 

 

I decided to include more of the Hartman scales in my analysis: 

 

1) Dif 1 – value sensitivity, i.e. one’s capacity to differentiate, to discern between values in the 

external world 

2) Dim I1 – capacity to discern individuality in others 

Int I1 – capacity to discern the relevant in complex situations concerning others’ individuality 

Dim E1 – capacity to discern practical, concrete values in the outside world 

Int E1 – capacity to discern the relevant in complex practical situations  

Dif 2 – capacity to differentiate between values in their internal world 

Int 2 – capacity to discern the relevant in complex situations within oneself 

Dim I2 – capacity to discern individuality in oneself 

Int I2 – capacity to discern the relevant in complex situations concerning one’s individuality 

In – Insight into others 

S – Sensitivity to others 

Un – Understanding others’ attitudes 

Att – Attention to concrete details 

 

Results 

 

Table 2 

Correlations 

  

Eye 

Test 

DIF

1 

INT

1 

DIM

I1 

INTI

1 

DIM

E1 

INTE

1 DIF2 INT2 

DIM

I2 INTI2 In S Un Att 

Eye 

Test 

Pearso

n 

Correl 

ation 

1 
.215
* 

.122 
-

.012 
.004 .344** .301** .235* .241* .206 .227* .015 .207 .075 .312** 

Sig. 

(2-

tailed) 

  .042 .253 .914 .971 .001 .004 .025 .022 .051 .031 .889 .050 .483 .003 

  N 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Discussion 

 

By excluding the participants who present unconventional patterns on intrinsic valuation, I 

eliminated in part the non-linearity of the scores; and, as expected, there are more positive 

correlations and stronger ones.  

The correlation between the Eye Test and the capacity to discern concrete values in the outside 

world, and with Attention to concrete detail, respectively, became even stronger. Additionally, the 

ability to recognize others’ internal states correlates significantly with:  

– one’s capacity to differentiate, to discern between values in general in the external world 

– one’s capacity to discern the relevant in complex practical situations, i.e. those that are based 

first of all on perception 

Note some additional correlations that are statistically significant: correlation between one’s 

capacity to differentiate, to discern between values in the internal world (Dif 2), and the capacity 

to discern the relevant in complex situations concerning one’s individuality (Int I2). One possible 

explanation comes from an idea that Damasio pointed to when describing the as-if loop of the 

somatic markers, namely that to set in action the “as-if” mechanism, the brain must previously 

have had a real experience of that emotion, i.e., one that was felt in the body. This means that one 

cannot understand others’ emotions or mental states that one has not experienced before; Int I2 

measures just this discernment among one’s inner states. 

 

Study 3 

N=74 

 

Results 

  

Eye 

Test 

DIF

1 INT1 

DIM

I1 

INTI

1 

DIM

E1 

INTE

1 DIF2 INT2 INTI2 In S Un Att 

Eye 

Test 

Pearson 

Correlati

on 

1 
.13

7 
.030 .033 .004 .293* .280* .236* .271* .270* 

-

.074 
.143 

-

.014 
.306** 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 
  

.24

4 
.797 .780 .972 .011 .016 .043 .019 .020 .528 .223 .907 .008 

N 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

Discussion 

 

Most correlations retained their statistical significance, yet as a general tendency the correlations 

became weaker instead of stronger, as would have been expected when eliminating the scores that 

affect the linearity of the scales. Even more unexpected is the negative correlation between Eye 

Test scores and Insight into Others and Understanding Others’ Attitudes, respectively. 

 

Study 4 

N= 62, after eliminating scores from all participants that indicate unconventional valuing in either 

dimension. 
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Results 

 

Correlations 

  

Eye 

Test 

DIF

1 

DIM

1 

INT

1 

DIM

I1 

INTI

1 

DIME

1 

INTE

1 

DIF

2 

DIM

2 

INT

2 In S Un Att 

Eye 

Tes

t 

Pears

on 

Corre

lation 

1 .100 -.053 
-

.011 
-.099 

-

.081 
.341** .370** .168 .247 .213 

-

.177 
.013 -.140 .386** 

Sig. 

(2-

tailed

) 

  .438 .680 .933 .443 .533 .007 .003 .192 .053 .097 .168 .918 .278 .002 

N 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 

Discussion 

 

The results are again counter to the assumption that by excluding all scores associated with 

unconventional valuing profile the correlations will be more visible. Compared to the results from 

Study 3, with the exception of the scales that rely on perception – Dim E1, Int E1 and Attention to 

concrete detail which show stronger correlation – all the other correlations lost statistical 

significance, and even more became negative. These results require further research and probably 

more complex statistical analysis. 

 

General discussion 

 

The results from Studies 2, 3 and 4 show consistently three significant correlations: 

1) between identifying mental states in others and the capacity to discern practical, concrete 

values in the outside world  

2) between identifying mental states in others and the capacity to discern the relevant in 

complex practical situations 

3) between identifying mental states in others and attention to concrete detail. 

The polyvagal theory presents the connection between the smart vagus nerve and the facial 

muscles, larynx, and pharinx that explains how our emotions are automatically expressed on our 

faces and in our voices. This conditions us to look at people’s faces for clues about their internal 

states. By the time we reach adulthood, we have had extensive training in observing a variety of 

facial details, even if most of this learning is implicit (i.e., lacking conceptual representations). 

Therefore, it is understandable that there will be also an interpersonal variability along this 

dimension, i.e., the more perceptive a person is in general (which means also a better Dim E1 

score), the higher are the chances to discriminate between facial expressions. 

But noticing minute facial details is only the first step in empathy. As the expression itself 

suggests, “tuning in” requires a kind of connection with the feeling that has been expressed; 

otherwise we would call it “observing another’s expressions.” One mechanism supported by the 

neuron mirror theory is that through micro-movements we activate in ourselves that particular 

emotion that is expressed by the other person. The next step would be to actually feel that emotion. 
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Here comes into play interoception, paying attention and identifying what we feel. And the last 

step would be to name it, to associate the feeling with a concept. In other words, once participants 

paid attention and identified the clues on the pictures (extrinsic process) they had to discern well 

their inner work of either reproducing the emotion and/or matching it against their emotional 

memory database. In axiological terms, these seem to be extrinsic-world, followed by intrinsic-

self, followed by systemic. One question is, might other combinations of internal processes result 

in identifying emotions in others? At the same time, each of the three steps can go more or less 

accurately. 

During the live administration of the test, I had the opportunity to hear some of the participants’ 

remarks about the experience, and this drew my attention to the possible different strategies that 

people might use in order to do the task. One participant said: “Who does she remind me of?” 

Another one mimicked the expression from the picture and then filled in her answer. After looking 

at the results of people who had the highest scores on the Eye Test, I became very interested in 

exploring this further. So I decided to explicitly ask the participants about their strategies in 

completing the tasks from the Eye Test. 

One participant described his experience with the Eye Test in a way that showed an extreme 

attention to details. His score was also the highest within this study lot: 34 (out of the maximum 

of 36). Another two who scored 33 and 32 on the Eye Test respectively said that they looked at 

the pictures and either connected them instantly with an emotion, or they “followed their intuition” 

or “went with the first instinct” when that did not happen. 

The comments from the participants resembled the various mechanisms described by the 

empathy related theories: 

 

• “I imagined myself in each of the 4 situations and then I was checking with the picture”. 

• “I looked the same way and asked myself what does it make me feel like” 

• “I know it’s X because I remember a situation when someone looked like that, and he was 

expressing X” 

•  “I tried to approach the questions by exclusion and by imagining a sentence that the person 

could be saying to me”.  

• “All I did was let my emotion take over and use my first reaction.” 

• “I go by first instinct. I first look at the picture and sense what I am seeing. Some of the 

pictures immediately tied to one of the expressions below. However, it became more 

difficult once I did not see any expression that tied to my feelings about the face. Then I 

started to look for the next obvious one. But very often this was more like guessing because 

it was not intuitive.” 

• With some I was going back and forth between two options, but I always chose the one 

which came by instinct”. 

 

The Mind in the Eye Test was chosen particularly because it was a direct measurement and not 

a self-report questionnaire. It was developed as part of autism research, and, while it might identify 

well the type of problems typical of autism, it seems to have its own limitations when it comes to 

measuring one’s general ability to tune in to others’ mental states. 

 By design the test relies first of all on people’s ability to visually detect the relevant details of 

the pictures. To paraphrase Magritte’s message from his painting, we can say about each of the 

Eyes Test items “Ceci n’est pas une personne” (This is not a person) – only a representation of a 

person. So we cannot tune in to what the person was feeling and thinking, but only imagine what 
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a person who looks like this could feel and think. Imagination, as theories of empathy suggest, is 

just one gate into the mechanism of empathy, but not the only one. 

 Spontaneous comments that participants made pointed to a difficulty in identifying emotions 

quickly, due to lack of movement, or unclarity, or their positions. 

 Naming the emotion introduces another element that might be an obstacle to some people, 

especially those with more sophisticated or subtle mental states. It might be the case that some 

people spontaneously empathize with somebody else and react appropriately (which means they 

implicitly identify accurately the emotion in the other person) without explicit awareness of what 

the relevant clues were, or the name of an emotion. 

 Despite these limitations one could say that people perform surprisingly well on the task. The 

mean for the whole sample is M=25.42. Bearing in mind the findings of Stephen Porges in his 

polyvagal theory, we could also consider that having such a high survival value made for the 

existence of several mechanisms on which to rely for understanding internal states of others; 

simply put, the price for not understanding others’ internal states is too high, and more so as we 

deal with emotions that are relevant for safety. 

 Common sense suggests that it is easier to tune in to what another person is feeling when we 

are in his or her physical proximity, and it becomes more difficult as we have various barriers like: 

just listening to the person (over the phone, for example), seeing a live remote recording (as with 

Skype technology, for example), or seeing a picture. If this is indeed the case, then because the 

Eye Test is based on seeing pictures of unfamiliar persons, it could well be that the “tuning in” is 

happening via a combination of processes and mechanisms inside the participants’ minds (and 

bodies, as the theories mentioned earlier suggest): first noticing the details of the pictures, then 

either mimicking them at a micro level and identifying the inner state, or going back to a memory 

of someone showing a similar emotional expression in order to identify the emotion. If so, then it 

is plausible that this test disadvantaged exactly the people who are highly sensitive and rely mainly 

on what they are feeling in order to empathize with another being. They had nothing to feel when 

watching the pictures, and possibly the test favored those who are not so sensitive and who rely 

on a strategy that is based heavily on observation and conceptual thinking (i.e. perspective taking, 

to use the terminology from the theories of empathy).  

 Given that the strongest correlations are with the three extrinsic scales, namely Dim E1 –

capacity to discern practical, concrete values in the outside world, Int E1 – capacity to discern the 

relevant in complex practical situations, and Attention to Concrete Detail, all significant at p< 0.01. 

It could be the case that by design the Reading the Mind in the Eye Test introduces a bias toward 

observing concrete details and possibly fails to capture, at least directly, what might be an 

important pathway to empathy: direct connection with someone else’s feelings/mental state. 

 On the other hand, the fact that none of the studies produced significant correlations between 

the Eye Test and Insight into Others (In), Sensitivity to Others (S,) and Understanding Others’ 

Attitudes (Un) raises questions about the Hartman Value Profile as a measurement of empathy-

related abilities. This is a particularly valid question in the context of the Study 2, which seems to 

have captured some important connections between various scales, and thus between the 

underlying processes, yet not with the three above mentioned scales, In, S, and Un. As a way of 

continuing and deepening this exploration, I would consider first removing the bias regarding 

attention to concrete details by using a test that captures better the experience of empathy as a 

feeling process, and/or making use of more advanced statistical tools that fit the complexity of the 

processes involved. 
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 The qualitative feedback of the participants, together with the theoretical perspectives on the 

topic of empathy, suggest that empathy is a combination of several processes that can be associated 

with the intrinsic, extrinsic, and systemic dimensions, each present to various degrees which vary 

among people and also depend on the context where empathy is activated. This would be in 

concordance with the variety of views expressed by the conventional psychological research in 

empathy, which developed initially on the unchallenged assumption that everybody has in mind 

the same process when speaking about empathy, and, even more, that all subjects in these studies 

function exactly the same way. It seems quite reasonable to expect that we will soon discover a 

variety of different mechanisms that people use and will learn to speak of individual styles of 

empathy together with individual proneness to empathize in various contexts.  Looking again at 

the qualitative data, we can imagine the following succession of stages in the process of doing the 

task required by the Eye Test: 

 

1. Perceiving the expression – internal mirroring – feeling an emotion – naming it in an 

automatic/ intuitive way – comparing with the four choices – deciding. 

2. Perceiving the expression – “When did I see someone with this expression?” (activating 

memory) – What did X feel then? (activated the mental representation of the feeling) – 

comparing the four options – deciding. 

3. Perceiving the expression/Get a feel of it – Reading the four options – imagining how each 

would look (activating the corresponding memory in the body) – comparing the associated 

expression with the initial one – deciding by eliminating those which are different. 

 

And there are probably many other combinations. We can make connections between the ones 

above and the theoretical perspectives presented in the current article. They involve respectively:  

 

1. Mirror neurons.  

2. “As if” mechanism mentioned by Damasio that develops only a mental representation of a 

feeling.  

3. Somatic markers and mirror neurons.  

All of the above are also supported by the polyvagal theory, as previous learned, that facial 

expression of emotions is an implicit assumption of the Eye Test. 

 

It seems to be the case that mirror neurons are activated more strongly by what we perceive 

with the senses when we encounter a new expression, and afterwards they can be triggered as 

easily by a memory or via imagination. We have to remember that most of the initial research on 

mirror neurons focused more on visible behaviors – actions and expressions of internal states, and 

those were the basis for the conceptual framing. 

Therefore reading other people’s internal states can be done through a combination of these 

modalities: 

 

– By gut feel (Intrinsic – with correct targeted assessment ítems) 

– By perceiving visual and auditory expressions and movement (Extrinsic, as above) 

– By perspective taking (mental representation of a similar situation/ expression ) (Systemic, 

as above) 

 

The weight of each and the choices between the above may be influenced by: 
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– situational factors: availability and intensity  of stimuli (e.g. live visual, live only auditory, 

picture/ movie, imaginary/memory/stories)  

– individual predisposition /openness to affective sharing 

 

Taking all these factors into account we can develop the following hypotheses:  

 

H1. People tend to rely primarily on their most preferred dimensional strategy (I, E, S) when 

empathizing, i.e., there is a correlation between the psychological mechanisms involved in 

exercising empathy and the individual’s axiological profile.  

H2. When the context restricts the availability of some channels of information (e.g., lack of 

physical proximity), people are forced to change their strategy accordingly, and their 

performance is negatively affected. 

H3. People who have greater capacities for both intrinsic and extrinsic valuation have also a higher 

capacity for empathy, compared with those who have  high capacity for only one dimension 

(either intrinsic or extrinsic), for they will have a larger array of strategies available. 

 

Next steps and further research 

 

I will continue to collect data, to run the statistical analysis on a bigger sample, and to include a 

qualitative interview for all participants – interviewing them in order to identify the internal 

strategy they used to tune into the states represented on the photographs. Then I will examine the 

tuning-in performance of people to see if and how it correlates with their axiological dominance.  

There are several ways in which the research design can be improved to allow additional 

hypotheses to be tested, but they might be more difficult to realize and standardize: 

 

1. By offering people the possibility of naming directly the state identified and only 

afterwards choosing from the four options. Again, the more proficient one is at reading 

faces, the more correct answers we expect, without needing to be prompted with the four 

choices. 

2. By measuring the response time for identifying emotions in others. 

3. By identifying and using a test that would allow for in vivo exposure to emotional states of 

others (as it often happens in a psychotherapist’s office), thus to test the hypothesis of 

empathizing through direct gut feeling.  

4. By collecting from all the participants their description of the strategies they used. This 

would allow for testing the hypotheses formulated above, H1 and H2. So far this input was 

not analyzed for two reasons: I started to collect this qualitative data after the study was 

started, and a bigger sample of participants is needed in order to gain statistical significance 

for the subgroups defined according to axiological profile/empathy strategies. 

 

Note: These variations in design would still only measure empathy as an ability (and the individual 

strategies used when empathizing) and not the individual predisposition/intention to empathize 

(which can be seen as an attitude).  

 One could argue that even during this research I did have control over the participants’ 

openness to tune into some other emotions, and that their situational capacity to go out of 

themselves so to speak and perform the Eye Test tasks could have been affected by their 
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momentary emotional state (which in turn affects their subjective safety level which, as pointed 

by Porges plays a critical role in one’s availability to relate to others, even if only vicariously). 

There might be a valid point in such a critique; yet, I consider that the effect, if present, was 

minimal for two reasons: 1) participants who took the test in person were in a state of openness 

and curiosity about the tests, and the ones who took the tests online did that at their own 

convenience. This would support the assumption that they were not under stress. 2) Tuning into 

some imaginary emotions – as it happened due to the very design of the Eye Test – is much less 

taxing than empathizing with in vivo  emotions. Therefore, I consider it reasonable to assume that 

even if some participants were not really open to empathize at the time they took the test, this 

effect would be too small to be reflected in the score. Actually, one participant who had a very low 

score on Eye Test said that she was under some pressure when she took the test, and she asked to 

do it again. She did so, and she had exactly the same score. 

 

Conclusions 

 

Applying the term “empathy” to a large variety of phenomena, instead of being a barrier to  

understanding it, seems to be a rather good indicator of its interpersonal and situational diversity, 

i.e., a good reflection of the phenomenological reality in the scientific area.  

 Because the present research started from the intention to link the axiological concept of 

empathy with the psychological concept, it is tempting to conclude that the very first step was 

affected by a paradigm clash. The current scientific paradigm in the field of psychology is that of 

empirical research with its implicit requirement of observation, i.e., perception through the senses 

(empirical proof), as the only accepted way of gaining valid knowledge. Measuring directly any 

feeling-related process is therefore a difficult task to approach within this framework. Axiology, 

on the other hand, with its foundation in mathematics, directly measures a vast number of invisible/ 

intangible aspects – the process of valuing being a key one. Therefore, finding a meeting point 

with a topic that involves invisible processes cannot be an easy task. 

 Still, as a very first step, the present work, while failing to support the initial hypothesis, opened 

the way for much more knowledge of and a deeper understanding of human functioning: 

 First, it showed how even one of the most widely recognized measures of empathy may 

introduce, by design, a bias toward sensory perception and possibly eliminate a key mechanism 

that might explain empathy, the affective sharing process, i.e., directly connecting with what 

another person is feeling. In this regard, my research to date encourages me to look further for 

more valid measures of empathy that can still be used in empirical studies without diminishing the 

very process that it wants to measure. As quantum physics has shown us, observing without 

interfering with the process that is observed is a challenging task indeed. 

 Secondly, the axiological profile seems to be particularly promising in bringing more clarity 

to individual strategies used when empathizing and promises to add to the general understanding 

of empathy as a class of different processes and mechanisms (psychological, biological, neural). 

This would further support the following: 

 Thirdly, to the extent that we are able to consistently find significant correlations with certain 

measurements based on the Hartman Value Profile, we will contribute to establishing the Hartman 

Value Profile and Axiometric scales as an objective measure of individual capacity for empathy – 

i.e., of empathic accuracy and empathic attitude (openness/intention to empathize with others). 

 More research studies and peer review studies are required in order to clarify and explain the 

results of the present research and to answer the questions raised by it. 
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 By offering access to directly measuring unconscious cognitive processing, Hartman’s Value 

Science and its methodology opens the way to deeper levels of human understanding, especially 

in the areas of emotional and intuitive processing. 

 

Bibliography 

 

Andrei, P. 1945. The Philosophy of Value. Bucuresti: King Michael Foundation. 

Baron-Cohen S., Wheelwright S., Hill J., Raste Y., Plumb I. “The ‘Reading the Mind in the Eyes’ 

Test,” revised version: A Study with Normal Adults, and Adults with Asperger Syndrome or 

High-functioning Autism. J Child Psychol Psychiatry, 2001, 42(2): 241-251. 

Damasio, A., 1994. Descartes’ Error. Emotion, Reason and the Human Brain. New York: A 

Grosset/Putnam Book. 

__________, 1996. “The Somatic Marker Hypothesis and the Possible Actions of the Prefrontal 

Cortex. London: Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society. 

Decety, J., Ickes W., (eds), 2009. The Social Neuroscience of Empathy, Cambridge, MA: 

Massachusetts Institute of Technology 

Edwards, R. B. 2010, The Essentials of Formal Axiology. Lanham, MD: University Press of 

America 

Greiner, Rae, 1909. “The Introduction of the Word ‘Empathy’ into English.” BRANCH: Britain, 

Representation and Nineteenth-Century History. Ed. Dino Franco Felluga. Extension of 

Romanticism and Victorianism on the Net. Web. 

Hartman. R. S., 1967. The Structure of Value. Carbondale, IL, Southern Illinois University Press. 

Republished in 2011 by Wipf & Stock, Eugene, OR.  

__________, 2006. The Hartman Value Profile (HVP) Manual of Interpretation. Knoxville, TN: 

The Robert S. Hartman Institute. 

Hojat, Mohammadreza, 2007. Empathy in Patient Care. Berlin: Springer. 

Iacoboni, M., 2008. Mirorring People: The Science of Empathy and How We Connect with Others. 

New York: Picador. 

Montag, C., M.D., Jürgen Gallinat, M.D., Andreas Heinz, M.D. “Theodor Lipps and the Concept 

of Empathy: 1851–1914,” American Journal of Psychiatry, 2008, 165:1261-1261.  

Pomeroy, Leon, 2005. The New Science of Axiological Psychology. New York, Rodopi.  

Porges, Stephen W. 2011. “The Polyvagal Theory: New Insights into Adaptive Reactions of the 

Autonomic Nervous System,” Cleveland Clinic Journal of Medicine; at: 

 http://www.sott.net/article/228423-The-polyvagal-theory-New-insights-into-adaptive-reactions-

of-the-autonomic-nervous-system. 

http://www.ccjm.org/content/76/Suppl_2/S86.long
http://www.sott.net/article/228423-The-polyvagal-theory-New-insights-into-adaptive-reactions-of-the-autonomic-nervous-system
http://www.sott.net/article/228423-The-polyvagal-theory-New-insights-into-adaptive-reactions-of-the-autonomic-nervous-system


 

THE INFLUENCE OF RUSSELL L. ACKOFF: 

THROUGH THE LENS OF THE HARTMAN VALUE PROFILE 

 

C. Stephen Byrum 

 

C. Stephen Byrum, Ph.D., studied with Robert Hartman, John Davis, and Rem Edwards in the 

early 1970s at the University of Tennessee, Knoxville. He taught for 25 on the college and 

university levels, had a personal and family counseling practice, and has done consulting work 

through The Byrum Consulting Group, LLC, since 1978. He has used the Hartman Value Profile 

in all of these situations and as a base for his work in leadership development. He has written 

extensively on Hartman’s work and has built a diverse range of interpretations based on HVP 

indicators. He has served a tenure as President of the Hartman Institute. You may email him at:  

byrum4@aol.com. 

Abstract 

This article is intended to be of interest to both applied axiologists who function within consulting 

frameworks in business settings, and to more theoretical axiologists who are interested in exploring 

additional dimensions of Hartman’s science. Here, Hartman’s work is “stood up” beside the work 

of Russell Ackoff, C. West Churchman, Peter Drucker, and Peter Senge, and Hartman’s work 

stands with great parity.   

 Ackoff advanced “Operations Research” during and after World War II in much the same way 

that Frederick W. Taylor had advanced “Scientific Management.” By the mid-1950s, he was 

seeing the inadequacies of his work because of human elements that had been overlooked. His 

“Systemic Thinking” corrected this and paved the way for Churchman’s insights about “crit ical 

judgment” as an advance beyond rational thinking. Hartman can then be seen to advance a 

discussion beyond Ackoff and Churchman that is every bit as significant as anything said by the 

highly popular Drucker and Senge. 

 Ackoff and Churchman will be new voices for many Hartman scholars, as Hartman would be 

a new voice to most Ackoff and Churchman scholars. The correlations found within the work of 

these individuals makes for an interesting story historically, and it provides a base for many vital 

applications in modern work settings and additional insights into the importance and value of 

Hartman’s contribution. 
 

I 

 

If you have not heard of Russell Ackoff, you probably should have, especially if you have pursued 

any expertise in organizational management and leadership theory where the applications of his 

work have been most prolific. Unfortunately, most new managers and persons moving to places 

of leadership do not know Ackoff’s name. In some respects, not knowing Ackoff would be like 

using the discoveries of relativity theory without knowing Einstein. Ackoff became the next step 

in a process that started with the “scientific management” ideas of Frederick W. Taylor, but 

Ackoff—unlike Taylor and his followers—could see both the advantages and profound 

disadvantages of work that is managed in a “scientific” way. Our modern world trails along after 

Taylor like a well-disciplined tamed puppy on a leash. We must see how Ackoff and his followers 

moved beyond Taylor. 

mailto:byrum4@aol.com


48 JOURNAL OF FORMAL AXIOLOGY  

 Adkoff, however, would totally understand how he has gotten overlooked. He would see any 

personal or organizational lack of knowledge about his work—using one of his most important 

distinctions—as an “error of omission” instead of an “error of commission.” He believed that many 

errors in business and industry occur—and many are grievous errors with significant 

consequence—when individuals fail to do things they should have done, or fail to know something 

they should have known. Ackoff has simply gotten omitted from a broad spectrum of modern 

discussions about organizational leadership because “his time has passed,” in spite of the fact that 

a great deal of the best insights currently being explored in a few places in the modern workplace 

have his work at their root. Ackoff was certain that “the higher the rank of managers, the less they 

know about many things.”2 There are a lot of management and leadership books that make their 

way to the bookshelves of leaders’ offices without ever being read. So, Ackoff and his immediate 

group need to be “rediscovered.” We need to try to correct this “omission.” In like manner, it 

would be accurate to say that many managers and leaders in organizational settings have never 

heard of Robert S. Hartman. The more Ackoff and Hartman are seen side by side, the more mutual 

reinforcement and affirmation they bring to each other’s work. 

 Ackoff’s fame was probably limited by the fact that he was an academic with attention 

confined to those who met him on campuses and lecture halls. His consulting career took him into 

dozens, if not hundreds, of major industries and government environments, but then he was busy 

consulting for his clients. Writing and being published was not his major ambition, and when he 

did write—except for late in his life—his topic of “systems theory” could become rather complex. 

Hartman was the same way, and so we know a great deal more about Hartman’s contemporary and 

friend, Abraham Maslow, who published prolifically and wrote—from the beginning—in a clear, 

distinct, and more accessible style than Hartman.  

 In the end, we probably know less about Ackoff because we know more about those who 

gained fame—almost celebrity status—by distilling much of what Ackoff had to say for a 

convention, conference, and media audience toward the end of the twentieth century at a time 

when celebrity speakers and writers advancing new trends in leadership and organizational 

management became a kind of trend. We know a great deal more about, and have much greater 

name recognition for, the likes of a Peter Drucker, Tom Peters, Jim Collins, or Peter Senge. This 

entire consultant-as-celebrity is highly accentuated by and probably gains public prominence 

because of the success of Stephen Covey and his “Seven Habits” applications in the business 

world. 

 Drucker, especially, is seen as the father figure of modern management theory.3 However, 

Drucker was very clear that it was Ackoff who gave him his most prominent insights. Drucker had 

seen himself as a problem solver in business and organizational settings, and he had been 

successful in doing so. But, he realized—because of Ackoff’s influence—that solving an 

individual problem did not necessarily impact a greater system that may have been the cause of 

the problem in the first place. Solving an immediate problem, even efficiently and effectively, 

                                                
2 Russell L. Ackoff, Herbert J. Addison, and Sally Bibb, A Little Book of f-Laws. Triarchy Press. Notice that f-Laws 

could be read as “functional laws,” the structures by which organizations and their leaders could function better. The 

word can also be read as FLAWS, the errors and lapses that becomes most destructive and handicapping of 

organizational and leadership ability. Ackoff and Addison describe each “law,” and Bibb gives explanatory and 
remedial comments. Each “law” is explored on one page, making insights readily available in a simple and 

straightforward manner. The first iteration of the “little book,” contain the first of the group’s thirteen “laws” can be 

downloaded for free from the internet. 
3 See the tribute to Drucker following his death in 2005 in BusinessWeek by John A. Byrne and Lindsey Gerdes 

(November 27, 2005).   
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might not even touch the causation occurring at systems’ levels. So, you could easily be solving 

an outward symptom of a problem, and not touching the root cause at all. The Ackoff insight, 

according to Drucker, had kept him and his work from “descending into endless model building”4 

relating to the most specific aspects of problems. In fact, Drucker is unequivocal in saying that 

Ackoff “saved me.” In like manner, Peter Senge’s most famous book, The Fifth Discipline, is 

almost pure Ackoff through and through. 

 In terms of the facts of his personal history, Ackoff was born in 1919, well before those who 

would become the celebrity consultants. It is very important to note that his initial university 

studies were in architecture, for Hartman one of the most systemic pursuits, and here may be found 

the roots of his sense that a structure is always an integral composition (to use Hartman’s word for 

adding value) of parts and wholes that always occurs in a larger context, and—once it occurs—

will forever have a transformative impact on that larger context. His sense of emphasis on 

purposefulness as being critical to any composed structure and his emphasis on the need to achieve 

toward ideals came from a larger, fuller, richer view provided by his formative experiences in 

architecture. 

 It is also of great significance that he formally studied and taught philosophy. In fact, following 

a four-year stint in the U. S. Army in World War II, he returned to the University of Pennsylvania 

where he had taught philosophy, and completed his doctorate in philosophy of science. His first 

teaching assignment beyond his doctoral work was at Wayne State University where he was 

Assistant Professor of Philosophy and Mathematics. The interrelationship between philosophy and 

life, between scientific theory and mathematical accuracy, between system’s theory and 

organizational operation was not at all unlike the same kinds of interrelationships found in 

Hartman’s training, teaching, and applied work in business and industry. Ackoff may have been a 

“specialist,” but he never saw himself as specializing with singular intent on any specific pursuit. 

Any specific pursuit was always contextualized within a full and rich field of contributing and 

coordinating information and insights. He was much more a “synthesizer” than a “specializer,” 

and the ability to see specific parts integrated with systemic wholes became the core of his systems 

approach. Ackoff died in 2009 at age 90, ending his professional career as a Professor of 

Management Science and then Professor Emeritus at the University of Pennsylvania’s famous 

Wharton School. 

 

II 

 

Ackoff’s initial work was in an area of study generally known as “Operations Research.” In this 

work, which was highly influential and successful, it is easy to see the combination of management 

and mathematics. “Operations Research” is advanced by the idea that stringent quantitative 

analysis can advance in a more predictable manner the success and sustainability of any project. 

This assumption and assertion regarding “Operations Research” is absolutely and totally correct, 

especially if—as was usually the case by 1940—there was a general absence of stringent 

quantitative analysis. The amount of help that “Operations Research” and stringent quantitative 

analysis provided did not, however, mean that it was the final and optimal answer to all matter of 

management organization.  

 Hartman totally recognized the importance of the integration of philosophical ideas and 

mathematical structure. The heavy reliance on transfinite mathematics in Hartman’s primary work, 

                                                
4 Found in a letter to General Motors Vice-President Vince Barabba in May of 2004, and presented as part of a 

ceremony to honor Ackoff at the Third International Conference on Systems Thinking in Management. 
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The Structure of Value, is abundantly obvious. In addition, “The Hartman Value Profile,” his 

assessment tool, is heavily dependent on logic and mathematics in its operational algorithms and 

the metrics of its interpretations. However, there is also evidence in Hartman’s work that he 

understood the inherent limitations of mathematics. The entire realm of the I/Intrinsic—the human 

and personal—that is at the top of his “Hierarchy of Value” stands beyond quantification. The 

emphasis on the I/Intrinsic is so strong, in fact, I have often argued that it renders the mathematics 

more metaphorical, and gives the mathematical models status only as a convenient and somewhat 

useful platform for discussion. In the assessment instrument, there are indicators that give an 

overall assessment of quantitative and qualitative judgment, and in our databases most people tend 

to be fairly strong in the quantitative and fairly weak—by comparison—in the qualitative.  

 Ackoff saw and contributed to a great deal to “Operations Research” in the 1940s, and he was 

able to see its success in World War II. For example, English night fighter aircraft were painted 

black for obvious reasons, and much of the work of English airplanes was done at night while 

American aircraft flew in the daytime. English aircraft did, however, fly in the daytime over the 

English Channel in pursuit of German submarines that were much more easily located in daylight. 

British military specialists began to study the color of the paint on these submarine chasers. It was 

determined with calculated evidence that a plane painted white would be noticed by the German 

submariners 20% later than planes painted black. Because of this, it was determined with 

quantitative evidence, that white planes would sink 30% more submarines. This evidence was 

sufficient enough to convince the British military to paint all of their submarine hunting aircraft 

white. Here was “Operations Research” at its best. These kinds of models were quickly applied to 

the post-war technological society. 

 One of my clients is US Express, one of the very best transportation companies in the United 

States. Its President and CEO, Max Fuller, and I grew up across the street from each other. Max is 

a fine businessman. He certainly knows the importance of individuals who drive the iconic red 

tractor trucks that pull his massive trailers full of goods all over the United States. But, in recent 

years, he has given more and more attention to individuals in his company who are logistics 

specialists. These individuals are responsible for making sure that no truck travels from one 

location to another unless it is as totally full as it can be. Trucks and drivers that “dead head”—

move around empty or with small loads—make the major difference in profit and loss in my 

friend’s industry today. In a similar manner, UPS and FedEx have spent millions of dollars on 

studies about the size of packaging, and how it is possible to pack a truck trailer or airplane so that 

there are no empty spaces. Delta Airlines has risen to the top of its industry with “load specialists” 

who have quantitatively figures out to make sure that airplane seats are full. 

 So, by the time Ackoff had returned from the war and had seen the benefits of “Operations 

Research” and stringent quantitative analysis, his work was seen as championing the entire 

process. He would have stood firmly on his work, especially if there was a choice to be made 

between having solid quantitative analysis and not paying attention to quantitative analysis at all.  

 However, to Ackoff’s credit, he was never one to hold on to tradition just for the sake of 

holding on to tradition. No precedent was sacrosanct to him. He was always growing. By 1970, 

not only was he able to see the great advantages produced by “Operations Research,” he was also 

beginning to see its inadequacies and limitations that unobserved and unchallenged could 

compromise and make highly vulnerable the greatest potential of management in general. 
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 He became a critic of what he began to call “technique-dominated Operations Research.”5 By 

this, he meant stringent quantitative analysis as a sacrosanct, monolithic, singular approach to 

management. Using Hartman language, when technique domination occurs, there is a triumph of 

the E/Extrinsic tactical over the S/Systemic conceptual and the I/Intrinsic human element. In our 

databases, an extremely large number of unsuccessful executives reveal a pattern of scoring in 

which the E/Extrinsic greatly dominates, and the S/Systemic and I/Intrinsic fall into the 

background of value, worth, attention, and importance. Interestingly enough, in Jim Collins’ 

picture of the ideal organization, there is an ideal executive who moves away from obsession with 

tactics (E/Extrinsic) to a parity of emphasis on providing strategic vision (S/Systemic) and creating 

a culture in which human beings can thrive (I/Intrinsic). While Kirby and Rosenhead are certain 

that Ackoff’s influence on “Operations Research” in the 1950s and 1960s is “hard to over-

estimate,”6 they are also historically correct in saying that when he moved to a position of critique 

and criticism, his new position “had little resonance in the United States.”7 In other words, within 

leadership management in the United States, there was a strong audience for “Operations 

Research,” but no sense of limitations that remained or all but no willingness to admit that 

dramatic, vulnerability-causing voids still existed. Managers and executives wanted to listen 

intently to Ackoff as long as he said what they had become comfortable and successful agreeing 

with, but when his questioning led him in new and different directions, they did not want to listen 

anymore.  

 It was Ackoff’s movement beyond seeing “Operations Research” as sacrosanct that “saved” 

Drucker and allowed Drucker to separate himself from the crowd of “Operations Research” 

consultants, presenters, and model makers. The following comments by Drucker are infinitely 

revealing: “We had solved several major production and technical problems for important major 

clients in the United States. Our clients were highly satisfied, but I was not. We had solved 

TECHNICAL [Drucker’s emphasis] problems, but our work had no impact on the larger 

organizations and their larger mindsets. [Hartman would say: we have had E/Extrinsic impact but 

little to no S/Systemic—strategic, bigger picture—impact and, therefore, inadequate I/Intrinsic 

impact.] On the contrary, we had all but convinced these major companies that QUANTITATIVE 

ANALYSIS was a substitute for THINKING. And then your work [Ackoff’s work] and your 

example [Ackoff’s example] showed me that the QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS comes AFTER 

the THINKING. It validates the thinking, it shows up intellectual sloppiness and uncritical reliance 

on precedent, on untested assumptions, and on the seemingly ‘obvious.’ But it [quantitative 

analysis] does not substitute for hard, rigorous, intellectually challenging THINKING. This is, of 

course, what YOU meant BY system.”8 

 Ackoff, in spite of not resonating with the bullish aggressiveness of most American 

management theory, moved on to “Systems Thinking.” His new approach wanted to look beyond 

that which could be quantified to larger wholes that created contexts and cultures in which 

quantitative analysis could find its own place of importance, but not be the total field of 

consideration and insight. He believed that in those dimensions of organizational existence and 

human existence—humans do the work of organizations—that stood beyond quantification that 

                                                
5 Maurice Kirby and Jonathan Rosenhead, “IFORS Operational Research Hall of Fame: Russell L. Ackoff,” 
International Transcripts in Operations Management (2005). From Wikipedia, the Wikimedia Foundation, Inc. 
6 Ibid. 
7 Ibid. 
8 Drucker, op.cit., Barabba letter. Please note:  this quote is powerful in its implication, and is probably worth stopping 

for a moment, rereading a couple of times slowly, and contemplating before moving on in the article. 
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the real difference makers of success and sustainability would be discovered. He undoubtedly 

believed to a large extent, with individuals such as Edwards Demming, that value was increased 

by the ability to measure. But, he also would have understood exactly what Einstein meant when 

he said that what matters most can probably be measured least. Measurement could take you a 

great and important distance, but it was not the mechanism for the complete journey to the 

realization of highest potential.  

 In his movement to “Systems Thinking,” Ackoff began to take more and more seriously the 

human elements involved in any realities. We have always made the beginning point in the 

presentations about our own work that all work is done through human beings and groups of human 

beings. It follows, then, that the more we understand about human beings, the better we will 

ultimately be at any work we do. He also began to emphasize the way in which work always occurs 

within the bigger picture arena of larger contexts or larger cultures, and that it is impossible to 

understand the specifics of work adequately enough unless the larger, more complex wholes of 

context, culture, and human dynamics are explored. 

 Part of these larger, more complex wholes would involve intentional human purposefulness. 

Ackoff was talking about purpose in the late 1950 and early 1960s, just as Hartman was. Both men 

were far ahead of that specific discussion as it was much later popularly heralded by books such 

as Rick Warren’s famous The Purpose Driven Life. Warren gave a very pointed religious 

implication to his book, and many modern—more secular—scholars and professionals would 

probably have pushed back from this kind of emphasis. Ackoff might have had the tendency to 

find ways to push back on some parts of Warren’s presentation as well, but he would also have 

clearly understood that realities such as the “spiritual” dynamics of human beings and the value 

systems attendant to those dynamics could not help but be of potential influence: part of a larger 

whole that could not simply be summarily dismissed or discounted.  

 In 1972, Ackoff began his aggressive move away from technically obsessed “Operations 

Research,” in a book written with Frederick Edmund Emery entitled On Purposeful Systems.9 The 

main theme of the book is simply stated: “Individual systems are purposive. All human systems 

are purposive. Purposeful systems are ideal-seeking. Knowledge and understanding of human aims 

can only be gained by taking into account the complex mechanisms of social, cultural, and 

psychological systems.”10 Hartman would have clearly understood and agreed with these 

sentiments, but would have consolidated the causative factors of these human dynamics by talking 

about the driving force of human values and valuations. The focus on the dynamic, causative field 

of human values led Hartman to name his work “axiology, the science of values.” To say that 

human systems are axiological realities would have represented to Hartman a more encompassing 

statement of the complex variables present in any endeavor. Hartman would also have agreed with 

the fundamental construct of “ideal-seeking.” His operative terminology focused on the pursuit of 

“concept fulfillment” that—when achieved—was synonymous with “goodness,” highest potential, 

and highest achievement.  

  A couple of concrete examples may help to explain how there are significant dimensions of 

accomplishment that move beyond quantitative analysis and—I will say later—thinking itself. Go 

back for a moment to the environments of World War II where “Operations Research” triumphed 

and advanced the achievement of significant goals. But, then go into an actual battlefield where an 

American General, Omar Bradley, is visiting troops. His first movement on arrival was to call 

together a group of Army sergeants. My father-in-law was a combat infantry sergeant in World 

                                                
9 Russell L. Askoff and F. E. Emery, On Purposeful Systems. Chicago: Aldine-Atherton, 1972. 
10 Ibid., passim. 
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War II and had the Bradley visit experience on two occasions. Bradley believed that he could find 

out more about what was “really going on” from line sergeants than he could from officers or 

“experts.” There was a distinctive level of information, perspective, and insight that frontline non-

commissioned officers had that commissioned officers—especially at the higher ranks—seemed 

oblivious to most of the time. On his first visit, near the battlefield of St. Lo in the French 

countryside beyond Normandy, Bradley immediately noticed that none of the men were wearing 

the new issue combat boots that had been shipped into France following the D-Day invasion. The 

group of platoon and squad leaders were still wearing shoes and canvas leggings. 

 Bradley, who had seen plenty of the new combat boots being wore by rear echelon clerks and 

supply workers, knew that an infantry moved on its feet. He put two-and-two together quickly, 

and knew exactly what was happening. On his return to his command post toward the rear of the 

battlefield, he issued a command that any rear echelon soldier found wearing new issue combat 

boots would be court marshalled and stripped of all rank. My father-in-law said that the new boots 

began to arrive at their front line outposts within two days. So, you see, there is a great deal more 

at work in this anecdote than quantitative analysis, although some real forms of quantitative 

analysis made high quality new combat boots available for the troops to use. My father-in-law also 

talked about the increase of troop morale and commitment to the fight at St. Lo that followed the 

visit to the heart of a battlefield by a General. St. Lo was horrible in its demand on the soldiers 

who fought. Elements of quantitative analysis helped win the battles; other causative elements, 

well beyond the capacity of some reality to be calculated and quantified, played roles that may 

have been even more optimal. 

 In a similar manner, in the United States over the past two generations, admission to colleges 

and universities—especially the most important, “name” institutions— has become more and more 

competitive. I vividly recall in 1965, as a senior in high school, doing very well on the ACT tests 

which were a common feature in college applications at the time, only to be told that I would not 

be considered to receive an offered football scholarship to Dartmouth unless I had also taken the 

SAT. The SAT became the “ticket in” at about that time, and has increasingly become the 

assessment of choice for two succeeding generations.  

 In the past few years, however, at institutions such as Princeton, it has become widely known 

that Princeton could fill every single slot in their incoming freshman classes with individuals who 

had made perfect scores on the SAT. In terms of quantitative analysis, Princeton would have highly 

predictive performance outcomes by paying attention to these kinds of numbers. Adamantly, 

however, Princeton has refused to be bound by the quantitative numbers, believing that the greater 

context and culture of an educational environment will not be as good as it could be with only 

students holding perfect SAT scores. There “thinking” is not simply E/Extrinsic. That would be 

taking the path of least resistance. They are also I/Intrinsic and S/Systemic which, from a purely 

operational perspective, would constitute a “road less travelled.” There is more to be considered 

than simply quantitative grades received on entrance exams. 

In like manner, Delta may be able to have full loads, but attention to quality of service dynamics 

may be as important—if not more so—to creating a sustainable customer base as the seats being 

full. In addition, factors of creating a work culture in which employees can thrive with work-

producing gratification, purpose, meaning, and engagement may move beyond simple 

quantification. Drucker is right in following Ackoff in all of these examples. The “thinking” that 

is more systems oriented—Hartman would say more systemic—goes before and takes precedence 

over “Operations Research” and stringent quantitative analysis. These factors come after the fact 

of “thinking,” and are used to confirm or enhance its accuracy. 



54 JOURNAL OF FORMAL AXIOLOGY  

 Systemics Thinking as advanced by Ackoff would constitute a meta-theory compared to 

“Operations Research” in the sense that it goes beyond the discoveries and processes of 

quantitative analysis. Ackoff’s work is mirrored today in the work of what is generally referred to 

as “Problem Structuring Method” (PSM).11 The whole issue of PSM is that there must be a 

structure to problem solving, or the results of problem solving will be random and haphazard. The 

need for PSM arose because “traditional operational research did not address complex problems 

satisfactorily.”12 A first step in a new direction for structuring problem solving was the needed 

“representation of qualitative information.”13 Here, the word qualitative at least means all of those 

dimensions of information that stretch beyond the “quantifiable.” The proper “Problem Structuring 

Method” would try to account for both the quantitative and the qualitative. These ideas are very, 

very close to the Hartman concept of looking at life and work through a “structure of value.” He 

believed that this could be done in a “scientific” manner, and thus axiology was seen, as noted 

above, as a “science of value.” Unfortunately, in most modern organizations today, a great deal of 

conversation is advanced about quality that is simply window-dressing platitude, or—in the way 

most “quality initiatives” are worked out—simply more stringent and heavily applied quantitative 

analysis. What we might call the “Drucker Fallacy” is once more achieved as more heavily applied 

quantitative analysis is seen as a functional synonym for quality. When such a “fallacy” is 

advanced, the whole process of problem-solving is structured wrong from the onset, and any 

outcomes will have to be limited, inexact, and an occasion for what may become huge 

vulnerability. Quantitative analysis was not a synonym for “thinking,” as Ackoff saved Drucker 

from concluding, and it certainly is not a synonym for quality. 

 Albert Einstein famously said, “If I were given one hour to save the planet, I would spend fifty-

nine minutes defining the problem, and one minute solving it.”14 The German existentialist 

philosopher, Friedrich Nietzsche, believed that every situation had a “how” dimension and a “why” 

dimension, but human beings and human projects become so caught up in “how” that the more 

significant question of “why” is seldom pursued. Without the “why” firmly established, the “how” 

free floats in a random atmosphere of random possibility. The famous “Five Whys” process at 

Toyota, which became integral to Six Sigma approaches, believed that by asking “why” through 

five increasingly complex iterations, the root cause of a problem could be more regularly 

discovered. In almost all instances, a problem came to be seen, not as an isolated phenomenon, but 

as part of an overall process that was filled with many intersecting and mutually influential 

causative implications. The process of “Five Whys” might not always have been a perfect process, 

but it is a prime example of how a problem can be consciously and intentionally structured. 

Hartman would simply say that what is actually being “structured” is a concrete highly self-aware 

and intentional process of evaluation. 

 An understanding of PSM can be advanced with a couple of anecdotes. First, imagine that a 

person is preparing to bake a cake—a process that might be construed as a “problem” if a certain 

kind of cake has been requested for a particular event. Either a “from scratch” recipe will be used 

or a box of cake mix will be purchased. In either instance, very precise attention can be paid to 

quantification in regard to the exact measuring of components in the mixture. However, through 

                                                
11 Follow the strands of information on Problem Structuring Method found in the work of the Psigma organization at 
www.psigma.org. A whole field of further information about PSM will then open up in terms of internet resources 

that are readily available. 
12 Ibid. 
13 Ibid. 
14 Dwayne Spradin, “Are You Solving the Right Problem?” The Harvard Business Review (September 2012). 
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several attempts, the cake does not turn out like it is supposed to, and the problem has not been 

solved. Time and again, the cook—we would have to assume that the cook is someone of an 

amateur, to make our anecdote work—rechecks all of the exact measurements relating to 

quantification. Finally, after a third failure, the cook notices in the fine print of the directions that 

the primary recipe directions will only work at a certain altitude. Above that altitude, atmospheric 

pressure causes the mixture secured by the normal quantifications not to work properly. Certain 

adjustments must be made for altitude. In other words, the problem—the completion of a perfect 

cake—was doomed from the start because the problem was not structured correctly in the 

beginning. Racing to get the problem solved, the cook had not taken into consideration a systemic 

element (in Hartman’s words) that would have made all of the difference. The cook had focused 

on “how,” without even thinking to ask “why.” 

Second, there is a classic anecdote on problem-solving that relates to an event that took 

place in an airplane manufacturing company in California near the end of World War II. Powerful 

engines had been invented that would allow planes to fly at greater speeds than had ever been 

achieved. A major problem occurred because the wings began to tear off of the planes when the 

highest speeds were achieved. Aeronautical engineers had used every formula of quantification 

they had been taught, but the problem persisted. 

 In desperation, the head of the company called every one of his employees to a meeting in a 

large hangar. He explained the problem, looking for any plausible solution. He asked that anyone, 

regardless of job title, contribute. Finally, an old janitor who saw himself as something of a joker 

raised his hand. At least, he had an answer that would be funny and lighten the atmosphere in the 

building a bit. When acknowledged, he said, “Perforate the edges. Perforate the edges.” When 

asked for an explanation, he supplied his joke: “Maybe it’s just like the toilet paper in our 

restrooms. Everyone complains that the paper never tears where it is perforated.” There is a nice 

rise of laughter, but suddenly engineers are rushing to their drawing tables. One of them has 

remembered an old theory that certain kinds of metal perforated in exact patterns at the right points 

of stress will actually become stronger. The areas where the wings met the fuselage were 

perforated. The wings quit falling off of the airplanes. The engineers had made all of the correct 

calculations, but they had not originally structured their problem in the appropriate manner. 

Problem solutions are no better than problem structure. The engineers were being extrinsically 

tactical in their solutions, but they had failed to be systemically strategic in their structural 

orientation. Ackoff would say that they were using “Operations Research” to the epitome of their 

training, trying one process of quantification after another, but they were not using “Systems 

Thinking.” Their bosses were hammering them to hurry; the planes were needed in Europe and the 

Pacific immediately, if not sooner. The structure that was being given to their problem solving was 

framing every effort, first and foremost, in terms of speed. 

 Some people would argue that one of the most important books of second half of the twentieth 

century was written by a philosopher of science named Thomas Kuhn. That book gives us the 

profound concept of “paradigm shifts” which has captured the attention of experts in many diverse 

fields of study. Kuhn’s work examined the movements of science across the history of human 

existence on the planet, a movement that had started with randomly experienced observations and 

had risen in the post-war period to the most precise predictability based on the most precise 

calculations. Kuhn reveals a science that saw itself as the marching forward of an evolving 

“method” that would create and even “save” a modern world.  

 However, Kuhn was not sure. He felt that the “scientific method,” so self-contained and 

sacrosanct, was deluding itself. Scientific methods always occurred in a larger context, and the 
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consideration of that context was always vital. Science, moving headlong toward the twenty-first 

century, even able to plot out trips to the moon—Kuhn’s great book appeared in 1962—would 

design and define the course of emergent human existence. Kuhn’s “paradigm shift” raised 

questions about the limitations of scientific method and raised the issue of compelling human and 

historical elements that were decisive to a fuller, whole picture of reality. Kuhn believed that 

“larger questions” were not even being asked, so outcomes could never be precise, and outcomes 

might even have destructive unintended vulnerabilities. Between 1976 and 1983, Kuhn’s book—

now republished in a 50th anniversary edition—was the most cited book in academic and 

professional publications. The New York Times Literary Supplement at the end of the 20th century 

named it to a list of the most influential books since the end of World War II. Kuhn’s book was 

entitled The Structure of Scientific Revolutions. Understand the larger “structure,” get the question 

right, and the parts will align themselves within a more comprehensive whole. Let the parts take 

precedence, and the whole can quickly be in jeopardy. So, we see the structure within which 

scientific revolutions take place, the structure of problem solving at the core of “Systems 

Thinking,” or the structure of value. A powerful convergence of insight is taking place here that 

cannot be missed if we are looking toward bigger pictures in any way at all. 

 The most famous expression of “Systems Thinking” is probably found in the work of Peter 

Senge, and especially his classic book, The Fifth Discipline.15 When Senge’s “disciplines” are 

embraced, the understanding is advanced that an organization will be a “learning organization.” 

The organization will certainly be “action oriented” in terms of the successful completion of work, 

but this “action” will follow a defined structure in which as much learning as possible precedes 

activity. The learning before-the-fact as part of his disciplines becomes the way in which problems 

are structured. He gives emphasis to a set of approaches to problem solving that were extremely 

well known a couple of decades ago, but that may have become largely unknown in the speed of 

organizational productivity today. His insights will stand the test of time if an awareness of them 

is promoted and allowed to prosper. 

 

 Personal mastery involves continually clarifying and deepening our personal vision, the 

focusing of our energies, developing patience, and being able to see reality more and more 

objectively. [These are self-side attributes that have much more to do with the development 

of the human being than training related to skill sets.] 

 Mental models are deeply engrained assumptions and generalizations that influence how 

we understand the world, make our initial decisions, and then take action. [At times, mental 

models become sacrosanct and are never addressed with Nietzsche’s “why.” Mental 

models are the “paradigms” that become almost religiously held, but that are often in deep 

need of being shifted.] 

 Building shared visions unearth as yet unexplored possibilities and build commitment 

rather than compliance. [As opposed to: “That’s the ‘____ Way,’ the way we always do it 

around here.” Omar Bradley knew what the battle strategists were saying with their huge 

maps and battle sand tables. He wanted a shared vision that would unearth as yet 

unexplored possibilities that could be provided only by the sergeants.] 

 Organizational learning requires real dialogue that invites all to contribute and, even more, 

invites all previous assumptions to be set aside. 

 

                                                
15 Peter Senge, The Fifth Discipline. New York:  Doubleday, 1990. Second edition 2006. 
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Then, Senge asserts that true “Systems Thinking”—the Fifth Discipline—involves the conscious 

and intentional integration of all four of these structures. “Systems Thinking” is based on the 

realization that “a system is a community situation within an environment.”16 “System Thinking 

“is based on the belief that the component parts of a system can best be understood in the context 

of relationships [“context” relates to the S/Systemic and “relationships” relates to the I/Intrinsic, 

once again throwing up the idea of Jim Collins about the ideal organizational executive being S + 

I in Hartman’s nomenclature] with each other and other systems, rather than in isolation.”17 In fact, 

the I/Intrinsic has almost always been talked about in terms of proficiency in people, relational 

recognition, and competence in social domains. Could it be possible to see strength in the 

I/Intrinsic as also being strength in the ability to see relationships within and between systems? 

“Compatibility” can be an interpersonal dynamic, but it might also be an inter-system dynamic. 

 “System Thinking” is an intentional and conscious discipline that “focuses on cyclical rather 

than linear cause and effect; it proposes to view systems in a holistic manner.”18 In a similar 

manner, I have often advanced the idea that Hartman’s linear hierarchy of evaluative tendencies 

that are usually construed as moving from a base of the S/Systemic conceptual and strategic, 

through the tactical and process oriented E/Extrinsic, and finally to the human elements of the 

I/Intrinsic should not be seen as an ascending ladder. Instead, the model might rather and had better 

be seen atomically with the human being or human enterprise being surrounded by interacting 

orbits of S/Systemic, E/Extrinsic, and I/Intrinsic elements that are mutually inclusive in a 

dialogical structure that is in constant interplay. Such a cyclical interplay—such “revolutions” to 

use Kuhn’s word—would always gain greater energy, not from parochial and supposed infallible 

paradigms, but from paradigms that are forever shifting. 

 The point would then be—and it is a difficult point for many to embrace—to not fear the 

phenomenon of shifting paradigms. The incorporation and desire for shifting paradigms as a 

positive dimension of real systems is altogether realistic. To believe differently may involve a great 

deal of delusion or comfort that comes only from “sameness.” We have to get the “structure” right, 

or the outcomes will never feel secure enough, and movement forward will always be inhibited, 

even violently inhibited by those who fear the new as a source of disruption of their security-

blanket ideas or positions of power. Hartman’s work becomes vital to the overall discussion across 

this spectrum of ideas that move from Ackoff, to Drucker, to Senge, to Kuhn, and beyond 

because—ultimately—the whole issue of seeking larger structures that have to hold penultimate 

structures in question are value questions that guide some of the most important judgments that we 

ever make. In addition, these first-range value questions are punctuated by questions of second-

range, self-value questions that the Hartman material is unusually well equipped to address and 

resolve. 

 

III 

 

At this point in the discussion, it becomes important to understand clearly not simply how Russell 

Ackoff (and his followers) and Robert Hartman have a great deal in common, but also how they 

are different. In this instance, different may not be exactly the right word. It might be more accurate 

to say that what we want to see now is how Hartman extends the conversation about “Systems 

Thinking” beyond its present status by extending how we commonly give consideration and the 

                                                
16 “Systems Thinking,” Wikipedia article, 2.   
17 Ibid., 1. 
18 Ibid. 
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highest status—epistemologically and etymologically—to the word thinking to begin with. By not 

questioning our use and status of the word thinking, we may be making assumptions that lead to 

an inadequate structuring of our most basic problem solving and our most basic dialogues. By 

turning our attention to the unique contribution of Hartman, we may be able to somewhat radically 

alter how we approach problem solving in general. The word thinking has become what is 

commonly referred to today as a meme, a word whose usage having become so automatic and 

standard that it is used without very much question or consideration. A meme—the word or concept 

built on it—becomes as much a part of who we are in some ways as a gene is determinative in our 

DNA structure. But, just as we have learned much more about human beings by mapping genetics, 

we also need to be aware of meme mapping, or we will hold idea and concepts—we will use 

words—blindly and inadequately. 

 I have commonly used the following diagrams to explain the uniqueness of the Hartman 

approach over the past several decades: 

 

 
 

 

 

 

  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 In the first expression of the diagram, I make reference to the commonly embraced idea that 

human beings are some kind of combination of “The Rational” and “The Emotional.” This 

approach to human consciousness has been traditionally advanced in numerous arenas from basic 

psychology to organizational assessments that are intent on predicting suitability for one job or 

another across the past two generations. An assessment might show, for example, that a person is 

60% rational and 40% emotional, and this combination might make for greater “fit” in a particular 

position. Without regard for the fact that such approaches have never correlated well with 

performance outcomes, they still seem to reflect supposed common sense so much that they are 

frequently used in the way people talk about themselves and each other. 

 I have tended to insist that these distinctions are artificial and generally useless, almost as much 

so as the personality identifiers of “introvert” and “extrovert”—most people have the capacity to 

be both or either, depending on the situation. My thought is that, after all of the expensive testing, 

most human beings are a little bit rational and a little bit emotional, and the distinction is about as 

meaningful as the singers, Donnie and Marie Osmond, who sang about being “a little bit country 

and a little bit rock ‘n roll.” To say that we as human beings are “rational” and “emotional” is fairly 

self-evident, and not very insightful. 
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 Then, I move to a second dimension of the graphic diagram: 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Now, I am able to explain that all human beings “think”—of course they do. “Thinking” has 

generally been used to describe human “mental” activity, and it is usually assumed that all human 

“mental” activity should be subsumed under the category “thinking.” So, when Ackoff and his 

following begin to talk about a more systems type of approach, it would be altogether natural for 

them to talk about “Systems Thinking” as an advance over “Operations Research.” While Ackoff 

and his followers were generally against a Cartesian model of intellectual reductionism as a model 

for their expansionistic ideals, by using the word thinking they remain caught up in the Cartesian 

assumption “Cogito ergo sum/I think therefore I am.” This assumption—this highly agreed-upon 

and largely unchallenged assumption—is that thinking is the highest order activity of human 

beings, the reality that most largely defines our humanity, and the capacity that most separates us 

from animals. 

 The problem with the assumption is that we should stop at “thinking.” Give the assumption a 

bit of further consideration, and it becomes clear that “thinking” is not the ultimate, highest order 

capacity of truly human beings—or of beings who are being truly human. For example, Jonas 

Salk—one of the inventors of polio vaccine—could clearly think. But, so can that person who just 

created the most destructive latest iteration explosive device to be used by terrorists in spreading 

hate and destruction. In like manner, the people who accomplished landing human beings on the 

moon could think, just like the people who got airplanes into the sides of the World Trade Towers 

and the Pentagon. Albert Einstein could think, but so could Osama bin Laden. There is, clearly, a 

higher order reality that governs how” thinking” is used, or that addresses a major “why” to 

conventional and traditional wisdom about thinking. 

 In most instances, I believe, we use the word thinking as our default word for any kind of 

“mental” processing that takes place in our brains. Such a default position may be inadequate to 

modern brain science and the entire science that is being built around human consciousness as a 

whole. A great deal has been discovered about the mind-body and subject-object relationships 

since Descartes, but—in many respects—we still live in a Cartesian world which advances 

“thinking” with understanding still trapped in the rationalism of centuries now well passed. Yet, 

we still believe that the solution to most problems is simply to “think about it” more clearly, to 

work “smarter,” or to get some kind of additional instruction in some kind of institution where 

“thinking” is the primary mechanism of advance. 
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 My third diagram, which finishes the overall picture to date, then reveals the genius of Robert 

Hartman and how his insights advance the discussions of Ackoff and his followers in the most 

significantly refined manner. 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Here, we see that the highest order activity of human beings is Evaluative Judgment. It is 

Evaluative Judgment that drives how “thinking” will ultimately be used, so Evaluative Judgment 

is the controlling factor that stands beyond “thinking.” Evaluative Judgment will ultimately be the 

driving factor in implications and consequences. Bill Clinton can “think,” and he created a highly 

successful, eight-year Presidency of the United States. However, Clinton will forever be primarily 

remembered because of the bad evaluative judgment he exercised with Monica Lewinsky. Richard 

Nixon could “think.” His insights and diplomacy opened monolithic China during his Presidency. 

Yet, Nixon will be forever remembered for the bad evalulative judgment of Watergate. In a similar 

manner, most careful studies relating to safety and risk management, and most after-accident 

debriefing studies, tend to show that approximately 80% of all negative events in this field of 

inquiry—if not more—are not the result of process or technology breakdowns but human 

errors/lapses in judgment. 

 In fact, it is possible—and much more epistemologically accurate—to say that “evaluative 

judgment” is so different in degree from “thinking” that it becomes different in kind, requiring an 

entirely different conversation to advance its power and understanding. The crux of Robert 

Hartman’s work is to place priority on the phenomenon of Evaluative Judgment by saying that 

human judgment is the primary actual manifestation of human values. For Hartman, it would be 

appropriate to say, “I value, therefore I am”—“I make Evaluative Judgments, therefore I am.” In 

the end, “Systems Thinking” is not a big enough view. “Systems Thinking” would ultimately be 

contained within a larger whole of Systemic Judgment, and then there is the added value the 

Hartman Value Profile brings—after the fact—of the metrics of measurement and quantification. 

Herein is the genius of Hartman’s work. Advancing organizational excellence should be a matter 

of improving thinking, but it should also be a matter of improving, measuring, and modeling 

Evaluative Judgment. Just as Ackoff and Drucker advanced “thinking” beyond stringent 

quantitative analysis, now we are ready to advance “Evaluative Judgment” beyond “thinking.” 

 

 

 

Reason Emotion
n 

Thinking 

  Evaluative 
Judgment 

 

 
Implications and Consequences Implications and Consequences 



 The Influence of Russell L. Ackoff: Through the Lens of the Hartman Value Profile 61 

IV 

 

I would be remiss if I did not include in this essay elements of Ackoff’s approach that is most 

intriguing to me. There should, at least, be a sample of some of his f-Laws (functional laws) or 

“FLAWS” that relate to leadership in modern organizations. The clarity of his expression and 

insight is so good that these writings are worth the closest of scrutiny for anyone in, or thinking 

about pursuing, a position of leadership. As I note a few of these, to give the reader a taste and 

wanting more, I will add a Hartman twist. 

 

 The lower the rank of managers, the more they know about fewer things. The higher 

the rank of managers, the less they know about many things. To follow Hartman, 

people rise because of the “fewer things” of the weeds of work that they have mastered. 

When they become managers and executives, they are responsible for the integration of 

“many things,” but they often still have a “fewer things” mentality. The E/Extrinsic is the 

“fewer things.” The S/Systemic is the “many things.” A person may have “made their 

mark” by becoming the master of the “fewer,” but higher level success depends on 

becoming the master of the “many” and how the “many” integrates. In another place, 

Ackoff says, “the less important an issue is, the more time managers spend discussing it.” 

 Managers who don’t know how to measure what they want settle for wanting what 

they can measure. Here, we are back to all that Drucker clearly recognized. There is a 

level of “knowing what you want” and a level of “measuring.” The level of “knowing what 

you want,” a systemic and purposeful idea of where you are going, must take precedence, 

and then you “measure” in the aftermath to gain further and deeper verification and 

validation of both good and bad moves. Hartman’s measures come after the fact, and then 

channel the moving forward that can then occur. Most organizations rely on loosely defined 

measures first, rather than significant conversation and consideration to “what we want.” 

 The more time managers spend trying to get rid of what they don’t want, the less 

likely they are to get what they do want. What we “don’t want” is usually a precise 

process, product, or technology that is E/Extrinsic, and that has taken precedence because 

it was not preceded by an “adequate why” (to follow Nietzsche), or an adequate S/Systemic 

(to follow Hartman). “What we do want” is an expression of a well-defined S/Systemic set 

of considerations and conversations. This consideration may take more time in the 

beginning, but it will save a vast amount of time, money, and effort in the long run.  

 A bureaucrat is one who has the power to say “no” but none to say “yes.” In some 

respects, I am seeing a strong and obsessive tendency to say “no” as rising from a limited 

E/Extrinsic—immediate task—orientation. A strong tendency to say “yes” may rise from 

a strength to try new things or to be open to new ideas. Therefore, the tendency to move 

toward “yes” is a more S/Systemic tendency. It is interesting that Nietzsche believed that 

the world could be transformed by individuals who would move more quickly to “Ja-

sagen”/”Yes-saying.” 

 The more important the problem a manager asks consultants for help on, the less 

useful and more costly their solutions are likely to be. This is an important and accurate 

issue, but it is also ironic given the fact that Ackoff and his followers are consultants, just 

as we are consultants. In his further explanation, he is specifically talking about consultants 
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who are primarily interested in accumulating large ranges of data and applying quantitative 

analysis to that data. In other words, his problem with most consultants is that they are 

experts in “Operations Research” and not “Systems Thinking”/Systemic Judgment. The 

very best consultant will add to the “Systems Thinking”/Systemic Judgment of an 

organization, not simply give them more data and more expensive data to analyze. The best 

consultant will extend conversations and increase consideration in ways that are not 

presently occurring. The best consultants will add the systemic elements that are missing 

in most leadership teams. Unfortunately, most modern organizational consultants are 

obsessed with “Operations Research” dynamics that lost traction for Ackoff, in the early 

1970s. A beneficial consultant will help lead an organization into areas that are “ahead of 

the game,” not a half-century “behind the game.” 

 The DePriest Insight. Harold DePriest is the President and CEO of The Electric Power 

Board of Chattanooga. DePriest, in his long career, has taken a traditional, sleepy, Southern 

utility to the burning edge and newest horizon of forward-thinking technology and 

operational philosophy. He is one of the best leaders I have encountered in a decade or 

more. What he is doing with his company is literally gaining the attention of the world. 

DePriest is also an electrical engineer. In a very much, Ackoff-like statement, he says: 

“Engineers are inherently lazy people. They love to measure, but they love to measure that 

which is easy to measure. They tend not to want to touch what really matters, but may be 

more difficult to measure.”  

V 

 

[Directions: Slow down here. This section is of utmost importance.] 

In concluding our attempt to create a synthesis of the work of Russell Ackoff and Robert Hartman, 

and our attempt to advance the idea that Hartman’s “system” takes Ackoff’s “system” to a next 

level of “Systems Thinking” by talking about Systemic Judgment, it is important to take note of 

the work of C. West Churchman. Churchman, whose academic background also begins in 

philosophy, took Ackoff on as his very first doctoral student at the University of Pennsylvania in 

1947. Ackoff considered Churchman the “father figure” of systems work, although Ackoff and his 

followers were certainly the popularizers. Churchman’s own philosophical roots reach all the way 

back to William James at Harvard, where Churchman gained all of his three degrees in philosophy. 

Beginning in 1957, his academic career took him to the University of California, Berkeley, where 

he remained for the rest of his life, contributing mightily to the burgeoning field of the “philosophy 

of science,” the belief that science is limited and vulnerable without a guiding more systemic 

philosophy. He would often express his beliefs by saying that intelligence can take you a great 

distance, but wisdom can move you into arenas that traditional intelligence does not touch. 

 Churchman’s story is similar to that of Ackoff and many other initial voices of “Operations 

Research.” He perfected his craft and saw it become very successful during World War II. The 

success he saw was inevitable, if he and his associates did their job well, because very little 

stringent and aggressive quantitative analysis had been done in business to that point in the United 

States. According to the research of Wally Hopp,19 Churchman worked as a statistician for the U. 

S. Army at the massive Frankford Arsenal in Philadelphia. He was primarily responsible for 

                                                
19 Wally Hopp, “C. West Churchman: A Management Science Legacy.” Wikipedia. 
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improving the effectiveness of the production and operational efficiency of small arms ammunition 

and detonators. His efforts created improvements that evolved and progressed throughout the war. 

In some respects, what he and other “Operations Research” specialists were doing constituted the 

epitome of what individuals such as Frederick W. Taylor started in the late 1800s and early 1900s 

with “Scientific Management.” Taylor’s work took something of a hiatus during The Great 

Depression, but it sprang back to life as the world prepared for and then became engaged in World 

War II. 

 However, like his student Ackoff, by the time that the world was very far into the 

“Technological Society”20 in the 1950s, Churchman became increasingly aware that the horizons 

of possibility and potential had not been exhausted by “Operations Research.” There was a much 

bigger picture, in a larger and more holistic “System,” that had to be considered. At that point, 

there was a major transition in his writings and in his editorial leadership of the influential journals 

Philosophy of Science, Management Science, and Management Technology. In all of these 

periodicals, he opened the door—wide and assertively—to individuals who were not “experts in 

the field.” He believed that by listening to the divergent voices of everything from ethicists to 

biologists, a wider world than what quantitative analysts and their formal studies were advancing 

could be revealed. Quantitative analysis and traditional “Operations Research” had served and 

would serve useful purposes, but only a larger context of consideration would reflect reality. 

Without that context, reality would be diminished, and the work of “Operations Research” would 

be incomplete, inadequate, and altogether vulnerable in a way that might be used to do as much 

harm as good. The open wounds of the Holocaust and the mechanistic productivity that had 

murdered over six million human beings clearly showed what quantitative analysis could do if it 

went to the “dark side” of its potential in a way that was ungoverned by higher considerations. 

 Churchman came to believe that “systems,” and therefore “Systems Thinking,” may be 

inherently dishonest intellectually. This intellectual dishonesty stems from the fact that most 

“Operations Research” advocates are only interested in demonstrating “how and why their systems 

approaches extend the bounds of rational explanation or design accepted in their fields.”21 In other 

words, “Operations Research” had become self-limiting by being unable to see beyond itself. It 

had become solipsistic and tautological, engaging in a great deal of safe and secure navel gazing. 

It had established itself by looking beyond the traditional methods that had preceded it, but it quit 

looking beyond. It started building defensive walls and hunkering down inside its own 

assumptions, believing that there was no other “beyond” that it had to acknowledge or to which it 

had to pay attention. 

 Here is Churchman’s most important turning point, and the following statements need to be 

given utmost attention and contemplation. To Churchman, “the systems idea poses a challenge to 

critical self-reflection. It compels him to raise fundamental epistemological and ethical issues 

concerning the systems planner’s claim to rationality.”22 [Emphasis is mine.] The crux of the 

issue is that it is the systems planner who are defining what is rational, and claiming that rationality 

is the highest order of pursuit possible. Churchman’s problem is exactly and precisely that of my 

own interpretation of Robert Hartman—that “thinking” is not the highest order activity of human 

                                                
20 Be sure to see Jacques Ellul’s work, and especially his epic The Technological Society which explores the dangers, 

vulnerabilities, and disasters that can occur when technology moves forward within the singular context of “Operations 
Research” and quantitative analysis. Also, see my book, From the Neck Up, which is an analysis of the contrasts that 

exist between the work of Frederick W. Taylor and Robert Hartman.  
21 Werner Ulrich, “An Appreciation of C. West Churchman,” Luminaries of the Systems Approach, Web site of the 

International Society for the Systems Sciences, January 6, 2011. 
22 Ibid. 
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beings. Churchman’s preeminent question: “How can we design improvement in large systems 

without understanding the whole system, and if the answer is that we cannot, how is it possible to 

understand the whole system?”23 The point here is clearly the word “understand.” If 

“understanding” means totally and absolutely that which can be discerned by “reason” alone, or 

“reason” as it is manifested in quantitative analysis alone, then Churchman believes there is a huge, 

huge problem. “Understanding” can take the horizons of reality only so far, and then it has 

exhausted its potential. What becomes vital is seeing the potential for having greater clarity and 

insight about reality, as reality exists beyond “understanding.” 

 Churchman describes his own, existential experience of realization and epiphany: “Finally, I 

found a key to an adequate understanding of the systems ideal. I began to capture the real challenge 

posed by the systems idea. Its message is not that in order to be rational we need to be omniscient 

but, rather, that we must learn to deal critically with the fact that we never are [absolutely rational.] 

What matters is not ‘knowing everything’ about the system in question, but understanding the 

reasons and possible implications of our inevitable lack of comprehensive knowledge.”24 

[Emphasis is my own.] In other words, the very best operational research and quantitative analysis 

approach, helpful insights notwithstanding, are incomplete because knowledge and rationality—

as “reason” and “thinking” are generally construed and accepted without critical reflection—are 

incomplete.  

 Then, he completes his most critical set of statements—and watch this very, very closely—by 

saying: “It is because we never know enough that critical judgment becomes essential.”25 Again, 

for emphasis: critical judgment becomes essential. “Knowing” relates to the arena of “Operations 

Research,” and “critical judgment” is a higher more Systems/systemic reality. Here, we find the 

central critical meaning and high validation of our Hartman interpretations about the higher, 

epistemological significance of evaluative judgment, and the reason for the existence and value of 

Hartman’s work and his assessment instrument. Here, we see judgment moving to a level of 

significance beyond “reason” and “thinking” where difference in degree is surpassed and 

difference in kind is established. 

 A famous position taken in the Chinese military general and wise man, Sun Tzu, in his The Art 

of War,26 says, “Every battle is won before it is fought. It is won by choosing the terrain on which 

it will be fought.”27 Or, as one modern politician advanced this point: “In both law and politics, 

the essential battle is the meta-battle of framing the narrative.”28 The S/Systemic judgment that 

chooses the terrain or that frames the narrative is a step beyond and prior in significance to both 

the quantitative analysis of “Operations Research” and the additional variables brought into play 

by “Systems Thinking.”   

 Churchman became, at least from an academic perspective, the guiding voice of “Systems 

Thinking,” although he was always aggressively clear about his agnosticism regarding “thinking” 

and “rationality.” They are not absolute, and legitimate systems must always be becoming more 

and more diverse in terms of the influential elements that make up the “whole” that true systems 

are. A steady stream of influential books across the 1960s, 1970s, and early 1980s defined the 

mainstream concepts of the field. He was also an exceptionally gifted lecturer with students 

                                                
23 Ibid. Of particular significance in this critical section is Churchman’s book, Challenge to Reason. New York: 

McGraw-Hill, 1968. 
24 Ibid. 
25 Ibid. 
26 Sun Tzu, The Art of War. For fuller information, follow the threads in Wikipedia and other internet sites. 
27 Jeffrey Toobin, “The Absolutist,” The New Yorker Magazine (June 30, 2014), 43. 
28 Ibid.   
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coming from all over the world to hear his presentations. His basic concept was that business and 

organizational design should always be grounded in the highest philosophical wisdom, and that 

philosophy should never be cornered in academic isolation. The best philosophy should always be 

totally grounded in its relevancy to real life and its engagement in the deepest human needs. 

 Ultimately, he moved “Systems Thinking”—directed by critical judgment—to a next level of 

consideration that was as important to him as the original movement from “Research Operations” 

to “Systems Thinking.” He wanted the final “wrap” to the entire evolving process to be a defining 

concern with ethics. Every operating system can only be complete if it incorporated a conscious 

and assertive concern with how that system and its operations would be ethical in its impact on 

human life and the life of the environment. No systems theory is complete until ethical concerns 

and implications have their place of significant consequence.  

 The ethical component, for Churchman, was the key to the sustainability of a project or process 

over time. Such sustainability would be the ultimate test of whether a system was encompassing 

enough, that is, whether in looking at the “whole” the system actually is, enough “parts” have been 

given adequate consideration. If the “whole” has been adequately explored in terms of enough of 

its “parts,”—including the ethical—he would say that its improvement and positive progress have 

been “secured.”29 But, without equivocation, this sustainable “secured” would never be fully 

achieved without the consideration of the ethical.  

 Two problems became typical in real-life application. First, a problem was more typically seen 

as a short-term challenge that could be met by gaining knowledge of only a limited range of the 

“parts” that made up the “whole” within which the problem existed. Churchman called this 

“solution thinking,” and it was almost always limited because of a near-sited rationality that was 

incomplete in its view of bigger-picture consequences and implications. Because of this, 

shortsighted solutions could easily create unintended consequences that ultimately make bigger 

problems. He cited the work of well-intended world food “solutions” that gave people food, made 

them dependent, and never “taught them how to fish.” The work of Albert O. Hirschman in his 

study of World Bank projects in the latter part of the twentieth century30 showed how well-

intentioned money inserted into an environment not ready to embrace that money could destroy 

instead of help. Similar examples of “solutions” that created greater problems could be aspects of 

the ending of racial segregation in the United States in the 1960s, and the variety of “nation 

building” ventures in the America wars from Vietnam to Iraq and Afghanistan.  

 The second problem arose much like the lack of response to Ackoff by business organizations 

in the United States when he moved out of the stringent quantitative analysis of “Research 

Operations” to the broader and more comprehensive “Systems Thinking” in the 1960s. As was 

seen above, Ackoff’s move was largely unresponded to by American businesses because of their 

obsession with quantitative analysis, especially the kind of quantitative analysis that focused more 

and more attention on finances. Ackoff saw more of the rise of shortsighted and quick fix 

“Solutions Thinking” than he saw true “Systems Thinking” in the United States. 

 In a very similar sense, Churchman’s emphasis on ethics was seen as impractical and 

unnecessary. In a famous moment in 1970, he and Hasan Ozbekhan responded to a Club of Rome, 

global initiative entitled “49 Continuous Critical Problems that Constitute the Global 

                                                
29 Ibid., 2. 
30 Jeremy Adelman, Worldly Philosopher: The Odyssey of Albert O. Hirschman, Princeton: Princeton University 

Press, 2013. This book is replete with examples of how well intentioned, shortsighted “solutions” create more 

problems than they solve. I have also written elsewhere extensively on the commonalities that exist between 

Hirschman and Robert Hartman. 
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Problematique.” In a persuasive and extremely well-reasoned document entitled The Predicament 

of Mankind,31 the inclusion of a concern with ethics was advanced as part of a whole solution that 

must always be given close consideration. The proposal was rejected as being “too humanistic.”32 

The fact that Churchman was working from Berkeley in the 1960s and beyond gave some critics 

the open invitation to accuse his considerations of being “soft side” or “counter culture.” His wife’s 

comments about his life probably go the greatest distance in distilling the crux of his work: 

“Academic philosophy wasn’t satisfying to him. He demanded that philosophy have meaning in 

the world. He wanted to insert an ethical dimension into science. And he really made it his job to 

remind all these CEOs that they had ethical responsibilities.”33 

 In finishing out our first conclusion to this essay, the following graphic can provide a clear 

overview of where our discussion has moved: 

 

 

  

  

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A = “Operations Research”—the optimizing and epitomizing movements of applied quantitative 

analysis that started with the conceptual movements of Frederick W. Taylor’s “scientific 

management” in the late 1800s and early 1900s. Prominence was gained during World War II. 

“Operations Research” really and truly worked, and worked well, because there were no 

organizing principles like it that were aggressively pursued before the 1940s. 

B = “Systems Thinking”—the advances of Ackoff, Churchman, and their followers toward looking 

at factors beyond stringent quantitative analysis. 

C = “Systemic Judgment”—the movement to Hartman that seeing “Evaluative Judgment” as a 

defined, exclusive factor that stands beyond “reason” and “thinking.” 

                                                
31 C. West Churchman and Hasan Ozbekhan, The Predicament of Mankind: A Quest for Structured Responses to 

Growing World-wide Complexities and Uncertainties, www.redesignresearch.com, 1970. 
32 A. N. Christakis, The Club of Rome Revisited in General Systems. International Society for the Systems Sciences, 

Vol. XXXI, 1998, W. L. Reckmeyer, editor. 
33 Gloria Churchman, quoted in Wikipedia article. 
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D = “Ethics”—the final perspective of Churchman that no systems analysis is complete, no 

“whole” is adequately explored, until issues of ethics and human implications are taken into serious 

consideration that has equal parity with any and all other concerns.  

 The discussion now comes full circle in how it moves back to the primary insights of Robert 

Hartman. The major issues of existence are ultimately, for Hartman, axiological in nature. They 

involve preeminent questions and issues of values and valuation. Evaluative Judgment becomes 

the most concrete manifestation of a valuing process. The movements of “Operations Research” –

A—are primarily E/Extrinsic. They are needed and beneficial. They should be pursued with clarity 

and energy. They are not, however, the full and complete “package” of either inquiry or action. 

The movements of “Systems Thinking”—B—are more S/Systemic, take into consideration more 

variables of the “whole” than quantitative analysis, and therefore move overall discussions and 

research in more comprehensive and complete directions. The movements of “Systemic 

Judgment—C—reveal the shift, represented in the major conclusions of Churchman and the 

overall work of Hartman, away from the sacrosanct position of “reason” and “thinking.” Finally, 

the movements of “Ethics”—D—emphasized by Churchman bring the total conversation back to 

the top of Hartman’s “Hierarchy of Value,” back to I/Intrinsic, human judgment. 

 The traditional Hartman discussion is altered a bit, and it is altered in a way that may make 

more sense in the modern work environment. Hartman’s basic hierarchy moves in the following 

manner: 

 

 -- S/Systemic, conceptual and strategic judgment 

 -- to 

 -- E/Extrinsic, tactical and process judgment 

 -- to 

 -- I/Intrinsic, human and relational judgment (the highest foundation for ethical value 

 

Now, we see the E/Extrinsic encompassed and guided, first by the S/Systemic, and ultimately by 

the I/Intrinsic. This altered configuration is appropriate in two significant ways. First, the altered 

version shows E/Extrinsic tactics guided by the larger field of the Systemic, an arena in which the 

modern workplace has severe lacking and inadequacy in its managerial and executive leadership. 

There is more than plenty of the E/Extrinsic to be found, so it will never come up short, and—in 

fact—is more often too strong for its own good. Second, the altered version keeps the I/Intrinsic 

with its human concerns at the top spot of consideration, just as Hartman originally taught. Our 

altered version places huge emphasis on the interaction of S/Systemic—the ability to be strategic 

and visionary—and the I/Intrinsic—the ability to create environments in which people can thrive, 

the exact interactions that Jim Collins believes are the guiding attributes and values of the best 

executive leaders. 

 Hartman’s work ultimately becomes a platform from which the movements of “Operations 

Research,” “Systems Thinking,” and beyond can be affirmed, validated, and advanced in an 

enhancing manner. The Hartman movements beyond Churchman’s insights into “reason” and 

“judgment” are critical. The mutual arrival at ethics and values by both Churchman and Hartman 

cannot be overestimated in its importance. The rejection of much of the movement beyond 

“Operations Research” by the modern American organizational mindset is numbing in its 

implication. The fact that Hartman brings metrics to his philosophy through the power of his 

assessment instrument may be the place where all of the voices in the conversations outlined in 
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this essay can find a common ground boiling with the highest potential of energy for 

transformation and sustainability. 

 Toward the end of his career, Ackoff wrote an impassioned article—perhaps even a painful 

article—entitled, “Why Few Organizations Adopt Systems Thinking.”34 In the article, which is 

composed of a few paragraphs written more in the style of a personal letter, he gives two reasons. 

First, he expresses his well-learned and experienced conviction that most leaders in modern 

organizations are obsessed by mistakes. They are hyper-attentive to the mistakes of others, and 

thus create an environment of mistake avoidance and—even more—mistake covering. Because of 

this emphasis on mistakes, executives and their organizations begin to move more and more away 

from opportunities to learn. The whole concept of a “learning organization” becomes almost a 

joke. Learning always involves a movement beyond and outside of the circle of present “knowns.” 

Without being able to learn, it is not likely that there will be advances beyond what is traditionally 

well known. In this instance, what he is talking about in terms of “well known” is “Operations 

Research” and stringent quantitative analysis.  

 Next, he talks about the two type of errors mentioned in our introduction at the beginning of 

this essay that commonly assault the potential progress of modern organizations. Obviously, there 

are errors of commission, in which someone does something that is clearly the wrong thing to do. 

If there is a true “learning organization,” some profit can be found in these kinds of errors. If there 

is an obsession with avoiding confronting the reality of mistakes, little learning is likely. 

 Of greater significance is the tendency to move to errors of omission, which occur when 

individuals and organizations fail to do something they should have done. He cites as a primary 

example when Kodak could easily have acquired Xerox and its digital photography capacities. In 

like manner, Xerox neglected the entire concept of personal computers, although the company’s 

employees had already produced prototypes of these machines before IBM and Apple were ever 

in the game. I recall vividly a client not taking my advice about closing many of their freestanding 

photographic studios and accepting an invitation from Walmart and other big-box stores to put 

their studios in their facilities. In any of these situations, it is not so much that anyone committed 

an error. They simply were so consumed with near-sited and short-sited E/Extrinsics that they 

omitted looking at the bigger more S/Systemic picture. 

 That’s the answer: E/Extrinsic blinders and immediate needs to find solutions eliminates and 

diminishes S/Systemic vision and strategy. It’s not that people are “bad” people, but rather that 

people become narrow-eyed and then narrow-minded. The great danger of modern leadership—

and we see it daily in our quantitatively analyzed metrics from Hartman’s assessment—are leaders 

with amazingly strong and dominating E/Extrinsic scores, generally suitable I/Intrinsic scores, and 

weak S/Systemic scores. These leaders will always be apt to experience the error of omission in 

regard to seeing larger systems, and their organizations will become vulnerable and suffer. We 

must first improve the strength of the S/Systemic, and then bigger-picture, more comprehensive, 

secure, and sustainable judgments can be made. 

 

VI 

 

Our second and final conclusion to this essay brings attention to a little-known article which 

Hartman wrote in 1966. By becoming aware of this article, written in a style that was more simply 

stated than many of Hartman’s writings, it becomes abundantly clear that everything we have said 

                                                
34 Russell Ackoff, “Why Few Organizations Adopt Systems Thinking.” There is no evidence that the article was ever 

published traditionally. It has attached, at its end, only his personal mailing address and his personal aol email address. 
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here about his knowledge of and engagement with “Operations Research” is accurate. In fact, it 

also becomes clear that the overall movements from the original “Operations Research” approach 

to the emphasis on systems, judgment, and ethics were part of his mindset from the beginning. In 

other words, he saw the value of where pure “Operations Research” had been, but—even more—

he saw the value of a larger context that must be available in order for “Operations Research” to 

attain its greatest potential and—at the same time—avoid inherent vulnerabilities. 

 The article in question appeared in a Vienna publication, Wissenschaft und Weltbild, and was 

entitled “Die Wissenschaft vom Entscheiden.”35 The English translation of the article, “The 

Science of Decision Making,” may never have been published. The article is particularly special 

to me as I have a copy of the English article that Dr. Hartman sent to me in the early summer of 

1973. It was the last communication I had from him before he died. He simply stated that he wanted 

me to have the article, as he knew it related to my concern for applying his concepts in 

organizational settings, and he believed the article placed his work in proximity to a field of inquiry 

that not many academics were aware of that was important to him. My copy is filled with hand-

written corrections and annotations in Hartman’s own handwriting.36 

 The German word Entscheiden, typically rendered as “decision-making” or “problem-solving” 

in English, is an interesting word in its own right. The word is made up of two German words, 

scheiden, which means “to divide” or “to separate,” and the inseparable prefix, ent, which conveys 

the meaning of “to take away.” The prefix also conveys some sense of intensity. The meaning 

being conveyed suggests a process in which that which is unconnected or not put together comes 

together in a meaningful, insightful way. Parts and pieces of a puzzle—like clues in a mystery—

find their way toward the consummation of an answer or a solution in which there is a synergy of 

solving that occurs. The word does a good job of conveying what takes place in a successful 

decision-making process, and Hartman is convinced that there is a kind of “science” to the process 

that has not been fully appreciated in its most complete manner.  

  In fact, when you read the article closely, you can clearly see how Hartman is working toward 

the full application of his Intrinsic, Extrinsic, Systemic “hierarchy of value.” Knowing where his 

mind would ultimately go in The Structure of Value, you can almost feel the crescendo of his 

thought processes as they are moving toward the cohesion and connection of axiological thought 

and transfinite mathematical models.  

 The article emphatically removes any question of the credibility in relating Hartman’s work to 

that of Ackoff, Churchman, and operations research in general, in the way that we have done so in 

this essay. In the article, Hartman specifically mentions Philip M. Morse and George E. Kimball, 

two of the most well known figures in operations research in the United States.37 Hartman takes 

his guiding definition of operations research from Morse-Kimball: “Operations research is a 

scientific method of providing executive departments with a quantitative basis for decisions 

regarding the operations under their control.”38 There are vitally important strands of insight that 

                                                
35 Robert S. Hartman, “Die Wissenschaft vom Entscheiden,” Wissenschaft und Weltbild. (Vienna, June, 1966, 81-99).   
36 Hartman was also aware of my interests in relating his thought to athletics, and the article touches on game theory. 

My Ph.D. dissertation would be entitled Intrinsic Value and Play, UT Knoxville, 1975. 
37 Morse (1903-1985) was a physicist who made his initial mark working for the U. S. Navy in World War II on a 

project designed to destroy German naval mines. He later ended up running MIT’s Operations Research Center and 
then the Brookhaven National Laboratory. Kimball (1906-1967) was a quantum chemist who also worked in a secret 

Navy group, the ORG, than interestingly became the OEvaluationGroup, and developed ways to combat German U-

boats (submarines). Together, Morse and Kimbal wrote Methods of Operations Research, which was a classified 

military document until 1951 when the government allowed MIT to publish it. 
38 Hartman, “The Science of Decision Making,” manuscript sent to Byrum in summer of 1973, 4. 
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shines a very bright light on Hartman’s thought processes at this time: evaluative consideration is 

specifically being discussed in terms of decision-making; a distinct relationship between his 

philosophical insights and application in business/work settings is unavoidable; and, a connection 

between decision making and that which is quantifiable is confirmed. He will now broaden the 

scope of his own inquiry and insight beyond Operations Research, and we will obverse the first 

movements toward an applied hierarchy of value. He will also specifically mention Churchman 

and Ackoff’s Introduction to Operations Research39and Churchman’s central article “Science and 

Decision Making.”40 So, here is legitimately an area of formidable focus that Hartman was 

squarely standing at the core of in the most substantial way. In seeing both the promise and 

inadequacies of Operations Research, he was finding a platform for some of his own, most unique 

contributions. 

 At the beginning of the article, Hartman extols the virtues of Operations Research. He correctly 

notes that in the work done in World War II, beginning in England, that became fundamentally 

essential to the war effort, whether it was fighting Nazi submarines or breaking intricate 

communications codes, the application of mathematics to problem solving and decision making 

was critical. “Mathematics is providing a frame of reference which has taken the guesswork out of 

certain decisions.”41 Here is a nascent moment in his conceptual process that will lead to the 

intricate transfinite math of The Structure of Value. But keep in mind that he is talking about a 

philosophy and mathematics that will lead to the concrete application in day-to-day life of better 

decisions being made. Also, keep in mind that he is clearly seeing mathematics as a “frame of 

reference,” not as the end-all of his approach. The early “frame of reference” statement lends 

credibility to my larger concern, stated in many places, that the mathematics is a way of talking 

about and relating to his conceptual base, and not nearly as important or significant as the base 

itself. That allows me to keep insisting that the mathematics—the frame of conversation 

reference—is more like a metaphor.  

 At the very beginning of the article, it is clear that Hartman was also thinking about some 

dynamics of problem solving and decision making—evaluative judgment—something much 

bigger than submarine hunting or any other kinds of technical decisions. Pressing technical 

decisions relating to winning the war had taken precedence, and rightfully so, but beyond the war 

there would be opportunities to look more closely at decision making in general. “It would, of 

course, be an advance equally from alchemy to chemistry if non-technical decisions in business 

could acquire the certainty and development potential of technical decisions—if a frame of 

reference could be devised for management decisions on the executive level as there is one for 

technical decisions on the production level; an ingenious procedure which opens up for scientific 

treatment far larger realms of decision making than those immediately connected with the 

technique of production, including the higher management and executive decisions.”42 Already, 

he was thinking about the work of the manager and the executive. 

 One element of his emerging structure is clear. There is a level—a dynamic or dimension—of 

decision making relating to the most practical factors of efficient, effective, and economical 

operations that results in better tactics and processes of operational excellence, and these can be 

helpfully established, measured, and replicated by the application of mathematical precisions and 

metric measurement. The operational strategies and mathematical measures come together to 

                                                
39 Ibid., 18. 
40 Ibid., 21. C. West Churchman, “Science and Decision Making,” in Philosophy of Science (July, 1956, 237-249). 
41 Ibid., 1. 
42 Ibid. 
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create an “Operational Calculus” that lends itself to better technical results relating to almost purely 

operational successes in terms of predictable and controllable outcomes. Here were the brilliant 

guided choices that defeated the Nazi war machine in World War II.  

 The “Operational Calculus” Hartman was describing in the mid-1960s, and the Operations 

Research that he fully affirmed within its own context, would become Extrinsic value/ 

valuation/judgment in the fuller blooming of his thought over the last decade of his life. He simply 

realized that the “Operational Calculus”/Extrinsic—which is extremely valuable in its own right—

is not the whole picture. 

 For Hartman, who experienced the horrors of Hitler and World War II in the most personal 

ways as a first-hand witness, there was an overlay of other factors that—especially with the war 

won—overlay Operations Research and the powerfully important Extrinsic realities of tactics and 

processes. His consideration was heightened by the way that the war ended with the detonation of 

two atomic bombs and the birth of the Cold War nuclear age. He saw “the disequilibrium between 

the high development of technology and the low development of morality. While the high 

development of man’s knowledge of nature promised an abundant life, the lack of development of 

his moral knowledge threatened him with destruction.”43 Here is something of the same problem 

that faces the United States today in terms of the commonplace weaponry that frequently shows 

up on the streets of most cities. In terms of Operations Research, an exceptional technology with 

precise metric has produced powerfully capable weapons. Operations Research, of another kind, 

might even be extended to the creation of a democratic constitution of laws that allows for freedom 

to possess weapons. Yet, on another level—or in another dimension of consideration—questions 

about the morality of these laws and weapons must be part of the equation of inquiry and 

conversation. Hartman’s moral level would become what he calls in the article his “Axiological 

Calculus,” and what we would easily identify today has his Intrinsic dimension of value/ 

valuation/judgment. 

 It is also important at this point to note his use of the word disequilibrium. Here, we see the 

first hint of a consideration that would lead to seeing the “strength” of judgment as being important 

alongside the “balance” of judgment. When Hartman eventually developed his assessment 

instrument, “balance” would be equally as vital as “strength.”  

 The “Axiological Calculus” concept got Hartman’s head to spinning with insight. Soon, in the 

article, he was advancing the idea of “Formal Axiology” as a “scientific method of providing, not 

only executive departments, but anyone, with a quantitative basis for decisions regarding the 

operations under his control.”44 In other words, there would be within organizations individuals 

who are primarily, if not only and rightfully concerned with operational issues and problems. No 

doubt about this, and no problem with this. However, it is the primary responsibility of the 

executive to contextualize operational excellence within a framework of higher axiological 

considerations of morality. Seeing executives as the primarily repository of moral, ethical, 

axiological decisions was a radical consideration for its time and is for ours. In most instances, 

executives are seen as needing to enhance and advance the operational Extrinsic in even more 

efficient ways that create even more economic profits. A total fact of modern organization 

existence is that most people who are promoted to executive levels are those who have been most 

successful on operations levels. Executives who are almost totally obsessed with the Extrinsic and 

not informed by the Intrinsic can become radical dangers to themselves, their organizations, and 

their communities. “Not all of our life is spatio-temporal [caught up in measurable, Extrinsic 

                                                
43 Ibid., p. 2. 
44 Ibid., p. 5. 
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constructs], and many decisions, especially in executive management, have to do with ‘intangibles’ 

which are called so precisely for the reason that they are extra-temporal and extra-spatial.” 45 Being 

“intangible” may not make a reality less real. It may, in fact, make it more real and of greater 

consequence. The Intrinsic will ultimately not be open to absolute and complete measure, but it 

will become—not in spite of this, but because of this—the epitomizing, highest point of Hartman 

hierarchy of value. The point, at times, is not to give up on that which is “intangible,” and to opt 

for dealing with and appreciating only the operational Extrinsic that can more readily be held in 

one’s hand. In fact, Hartman was sure that when we cannot fully define that, we must be provoked 

to know the indispensable value of asking more questions. 

 Finally, Hartman saw that there is a third dimension that fills out his “picture” (interpretation) 

of reality. Both operational optimizing of Extrinsic tactics and processes of accomplishment, and 

Intrinsic considerations of morality and ethics, need to occur within the context of an overall 

conscious strategy, objective, or encompassing goal. If this does not occur in some conscious 

manner, there is every likelihood that tactics and even the best intentions can become randomized, 

uncoordinated, and disconnected. He advances the understanding of a “Teleological Calculus” that 

relates to a great clarity about overall goals and objectives. If the strategy is not right, it is almost 

impossible for the tactics to be right or for best moral intent to have its highest impact. The 

“Teleological Calculus” will, of course, become Systemic value/valuation/judgment. As 

Operations Research—in the desperation of war—may have focused almost exclusively on 

Extrinsic tactics, processes, and attendant outcomes, in a less desperate moment to give 

consideration to axiological morality and teleological goals becomes vital, or our Extrinsic 

brilliance might create something that can destroy us. 

 Teleological is a strange-sounding and little-used word in our modern vocabularies. The word 

is no stranger at all to the history of philosophy. Aristotle had used the term over two thousand 

years ago to describe two kinds of ethics. First, there was “deontological” ethics which was an 

ethics of rules, laws, and regulations. In Hartman’s terms, this would have been more of a legalistic 

Extrinsic ethics with precise codes and tactics of designated ways of living. The practical 

efficiency of this Extrinsic, deontological ethics when used to control large ranges of perhaps 

unsophisticated populations could have its efficiencies. But, there was also “teleological” ethics or 

ends-oriented ethics which sought to take into consideration the unique singularities of specific 

situations. An ethical stance like this would probably become much more complicated and require 

struggle for resolution, but it might also be much more sensitive to complex human realities that 

simple practical laws might miss. Kierkegaard took the concept of teleological ethics and ran with 

it in a powerful way, making it the centerpiece of his existential approach to human existence. 

Kierkegaard’s emphasis was taken up in late twentieth century conversations that emphasized 

“situational ethics.” Kierkegaard supplies the powerful concept of a “teleological suspension of 

the ethical,” the idea that under certain circumstances it is permissible—even necessary—to 

suspend the normal ethical to achieve a higher purpose. 

 The teleological is capable of paying attention to bigger pictures that, at times, may help define 

the entire reality of attitude and approach to problems. The teleological will also allow for respect 

and attention to be paid to matters of infrastructural connection at intricate smaller levels that end 

up having larger level implications and consequences. You could, for example, be driving the 

operationally best bus every built, and you could be practicing an ethics of fairness about who gets 

                                                
45 Ibid., p. 6. 



 The Influence of Russell L. Ackoff: Through the Lens of the Hartman Value Profile 73 

to ride on the bus. But you could also be driving the bus in exactly the wrong direction, away from 

and not toward your overarching goal of the trip in the first place.46 

 So, for Hartman, the “Teleological Calculus” makes sure that appropriate attention and focus—

value and valuation—is given to bigger pictures realities such as goals, objectives, strategies, 

visions, dreams, ambitions, and hopes. These realities will play an important role in shaping the 

whole enterprise, and especially making sure that the Extrinsic operations and Intrinsic morals are 

in productive and synergistic balance with each other. 

 Hartman is great at taking his rich conceptual base and explaining it in terms of concrete 

examples and anecdotes. Continually, he was the good teacher making sure that students found a 

way to identify and understand. In this instance, his overall, conceptual example comes from the 

world of games. Games have a “teleological,” Systemic dimension that is clear and indispensable. 

On the simplest level, the goal is probably to win, although there may be strategies in which a loss 

of some sort might be allowed in order to gain a greater victory later. More specifically, individual 

games are typically defined in important ways by corresponding strategies particular to the game. 

The strategies of football are not the same as the strategies of baseball, although the goal of both 

games in likely to be winning. Thus, games have a certain “teleology” to them in which the “end” 

is somewhat defined in the beginning. Realities such as certain rules, or even the clothing worn for 

a particular game, are defined by matters of systemic teleology. There is the old expression: “don’t 

bring a knife to a gun fight,” although in a larger “teleology” a knife could be fairly handy if all of 

the gun ran out of bullets. The “teleological” Systemic leads us to larger and wider fields of 

preliminary consideration, and keeps us aware of changing, temporary dynamics that may have 

great implication for the wider flow of the game, the battle, life, etc. 

 Within the broader brushstrokes of the “teleology” of the game, there will eventually be 

“moves” that are made. These “moves” represent choices, individual choices in individual 

                                                
46 While it is part of a larger discussion for another day, the term “teleological”—in much the same way that Hartman 

was using it—was showing up in discussions contemporary with the time of his writings in the field of theology. There 

is no direct indication that Hartman was being influenced by these more theological writings, but enthusiastic 

conversations relating to these concerns were going on in an arena that Hartman typically was interested in and knew 

about. At Drew University’s seminary—in very close proximity to Yale, Harvard, and Princeton, but without as many  

concerns and constraints about being careful about theological traditions—a whole conversation was thriving about 

how to take the ideas of existential philosophy, Heidegger in particular, and apply them to modern theological 

conversations. There was a great deal of discussion under the aegis of “The New Hermeneutics” and in the work of 

such individuals as Carl Michalson (see his Christianity and the Existentialists) to ground the conversation about God, 
not in theological doctrines and ecclesiastical dogmas, but in historical events where God was active in history, through 

people, to evolve history in enhanced directions. 

 One of the very best of these attempts to understand how humans “dwell” (Heidegger’s term) in history was 

constructed by a student of Michalson named Olin Ivey (Olin M. Ivey, “Toward a Contemporary Understanding of 

the Holy Spirit,” in Hermeneutics and the Worldliness of Faith: A Festschrift in Memory of Carl Michalson. Charles 

Courtney, Olin M. Ivey, and Gordon E. Michalson, editors. Madison, New Jersey: The Drew Gateway, Volume 45, 

Numbers 1, 2, 3, 1974-75, 131-157. Ivey presented the idea of a pentagonal interconnectedness of history in which he 

outlines five “intersections” of history within which  human beings live: (1) Mundane history—general history  of the 

world; (2) Tradition history—the more particular history that comes down to us more personally through our own 

culture and its values, our parents and communities, our  faith; (3) Existential history—the more personal record of 

events in our unique lives and our  unique  choices that shape us beyond general context; (4) Natural history—the 

impact of events within the natural world that we are also a part of; and (5)Teleological history—the influential history 
that is coming toward us in terms of our goals, ambitions, plans, and strategies, our  hopes and dreams. This final form 

of history, which aims more at conceived “ends” of the game, is—in fact—very real and very determinative. 

Teleological history is part of the fuller framework, the fuller picture, without which the entire picture is not complete. 

Ivey was using “teleological” in much the same way as Hartman was using it and the idea of “Systemic.” 

  



74 JOURNAL OF FORMAL AXIOLOGY  

circumstances. These “moves”/choices are a kind of concrete manifestation, a kind of extension 

into reality of the strategy or plan. In other words, there is an intricate relationship between 

“moves” and strategy, with the “moves” becoming the Extrinsic, operational dynamic. And, of 

course, you would certainly want the Extrinsic, operational “moves” to be advanced by the very 

best skill sets and training, discipline and practice, cooperation and teamwork imaginable. 

 The Intrinsic axiological began to enter the picture in Hartman’s talk about the transition from 

“moves” to “right moves.” Not just any “move” is the “right move,” and greater attention was 

given to being able to read the uniquenesses implicit in situations that are of the most delicate, 

graceful, and intricate kind.  

 On one level, the Intrinsic “right move” might be something like Peyton Manning taking note 

of a subtle shift in the eye movement of a defensive back in a football game, in spite of the almost 

pandemonium field of action going on in a football stadium at a critical moment in a game. At the 

point that Manning notices the subtle eye movement, he is like a great artist in the moment of 

aesthetic insight. A “truth” has revealed (alethia) itself. He has moved beyond general Systemic 

goal or mechanical operational Extrinsic tactics. A different “end” has situationally taken 

dominance, and he makes the exact “move” that allows his team to win.  

 It is also possible for the “right move” to involve axiology or teleology in a more definitively 

moral way. There might, for example, be the jockey who takes note of his horse’s having a problem 

and pulls the horse up to a stop rather than pushing him on toward a victory that might jeopardize 

the horse’s life. Friends of mine help in Special Olympics in Texas. They told me of a track meet 

they were helping supervise in which eight runners were competing in the finals of a 100-yard 

dash—a major moment. As these young people raced two-thirds of the way toward the finish line, 

one tripped and fell. Systemically, everyone now had a better chance of winning. Extrinsically, 

one racer was out of the way. Almost on cue, however, every runner—every runner—stopped, 

came back to the fallen runner, picked him up, linked arms, and crossed the finish line together. 

Here, the Intrinsic axiological triumphed, although the Systemic and Extrinsic dynamics of the 

game took a back seat. Hardly any spectator had a dry eye, and no one was yelling, “How stupid 

can you be? You could have won!” Instead, everyone was a “winner,” and the game itself was 

transformed intrinsically. Event sponsors went chasing around to find extra gold medals, and all 

of the runners stood at the top of the victor’s stand. 

 In Hartman’s thought, it began to become clear that the Axiological/Intrinsic, the 

Operational/Extrinsic, and the Teleological/Systemic are not always—if ever—capable of easy 

division. As with most realities of life, these three are interrelated in multiple ways. As was seen 

above in the game examples, the teleological purpose of winning could have very clear operational 

and extrinsic components, such as observing a slight movement in a defensive player that would 

allow you to call a different play and take a different extrinsic tactic. The teleological purpose 

remains the same, but the extrinsic application can change. In a different manifestation, the 

teleological purpose can take on distinctly axiological/moral implications, as with the children in 

the race, even to the point that the original teleological purpose of winning is transformed and 

given a new meaning. Soon, Hartman would supply graphic notations such as SI—the teleological 

Systemic influenced intrinsically, SE—the teleological Systemic influenced operationally or 

extrinsically, etc. Then, he would further expand his graphic notations to include situations in 

which there are dis-valuations such as SI—by way of example, a situation in which the purpose of 

winning might involve totally immoral or dehumanizing means, such as death in concentration 

camps, as a mechanism for solving the “Jewish problem,” in Hitler’s vernacular.  
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  In Hartman’s 1966 article, “Axiological Calculus” referred most specifically to the Intrinsic 

dimension of value/valuation. By the time The Structure of Value was written, “axiological 

calculus” would relate to his fuller and more complete program of axiology as a science. The 

terminology of “Operational Calculus” and “Teleological Calculus” became much less evident as 

he moved to use more readily the formulations of “Extrinsic” and “Systemic” respectively. In some 

respects, at least to me, there is a clarity in the article that is less challenging to comprehend than 

some of the expansive descriptions of Hartman’s book. In the end, however, I believe that in both 

pieces of writing Hartman achieved his overall goal of being able to “talk about” with greater and 

more definitive richness. He was not out to “prove” anything. Philosophers from the medieval 

theologians to the modern positivists have insisted that theirs is the way of “proof.” Hartman 

succeeded instead in giving us a better way of talking about goodness, and it is very interesting 

how the Ackoff//Churchman conversation is his launching point. 

 As he ended his article, Hartman advanced a point that Churchman finally rose to the point of 

making. Hartman’s hierarchy found its epitome in his desire to be Intrinsic/ethical/moral in 

fulfilling any process. He never felt complete with stopping at powerful Systemic concepts or 

powerful Extrinsic optimizations of the tactical. Churchman finally became the voice within 

Operations Research who would make this point in his latest writings. Once again, Hartman was 

ahead of the conversation. 

 He ended the article with a series of five concrete examples drawn from the real-world news 

of the late 1950s and early1960s. If anything he was trying to say got lost in his philosophizing or 

the intricacy of his specialized language or references, the examples will make his overriding point 

clearly. This approach is exactly how he taught. No matter how complex his conceptual base 

became, he was always ready with the clarifying anecdote. Not every student would understand 

the complexities of his conceptual base or language, but everyone would go away understanding 

the primary thrusts of his conclusions. Anecdotal examples were his way of being sure that 

everyone understood the essence of what he was saying. 

 The first example relates to a steel company executive who was trying to convince labor not 

to negotiate for higher wages.47 He comments, “Labor fails to understand the fact that the more 

expensive labor gets, the more incentive there is to eliminate it. It costs us [in 1958 dollars] about 

$25.00 a day for every steel worker that walks through the gate, so naturally, there is great incentive 

to eliminate that cost.” While the time frames and the pay structures have changed since 1958, the 

mentality has not. The first action to reduce costs in most organizations is to figure out how to lay 

off or reduce time for employees. For Hartman, “This is thinking adequate for operations research, 

but not for higher value levels.”48 In this specific example, he was not even talking about the 

Extrinsic of Operations Research being transformed by the Intrinsic Axiological relating to the 

morality of unfair pay. That implication was certainly present in Hartman’s mind, for sure, but he 

proceeded to show the inadequacy of the Extrinsic tactic when compared to a more Systemic 

bigger picture concept that was not being fully recognized by the steel company executive. 

 On a level of larger value, Hartman did detailed research into the capital accumulation 

represented by the worker that working places at the disposal of the organization. The worker as 

capital for the organization’s use is a dramatically bigger perspective. Hartman calculated this 

economic value at $20,000 [again, in 1958 dollars]. The wage was then seen as interest being paid 

                                                
47 Time Magazine, September 29, 1958. 
48 Hartman, Ibid., 26-27. 
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to the worker on this capital.49 The whole concept of the wage was seen on a higher more Systemic 

level. Further calculations showed that workers were receiving an amount that is 40% below what 

this interest on their capital accumulation should be, and there was a parallel diminishing of their 

productivity by 40%. Paying this 40% increase would immediately translate into 40% greater 

productivity and profitability for the organization. In the new economy that Hartman was 

suggesting, by seeing higher value in new ways that transform the approaches of old Operations 

Research, the worker’s identity was also changed, both for the worker and for the company. The 

“worker” now became a “partner” in an intentional “partnership system,” and the company became 

more of a shared enterprise in which workers, managers, executives, and even the stockholders 

have a mutuality of interest. Becoming combative about this mutuality of interests was to become 

self-degrading or even potentially self-destructive. One wonders if simply calling modern workers 

“associates” solves the issue Hartman is addressing. 

 The second example involved a food company in Baltimore that was giving its workers a 

twenty-minute rest break in the morning and afternoon, in addition to a lunch break. Operations 

Research specialists analyzed the company’s practice and came to the conclusion that twenty 

minutes a day for 700 employees amounted to 14,000 minutes a day, 98,000 minutes a week, 

420,000 minutes a month, and almost 5,000,000 minutes a year. Productivity loss would be 

considerable. Hartman was pleased that the leaders of management heard the research but chose 

to follow their own instincts. Some members of management had worked production lines. At the 

end of a test year, productivity had increased. For Hartman, “The management figured differently, 

namely axiologically.”50  

 A third example involved a foundry in Ohio where Hartman had worked as a consultant 

relating to the higher value of profit sharing. The operation’s research Extrinsic perspective was 

easy: give away part of your profit, and there will be less for you. The axiological approach was 

easy to express but required courage to actualize: “The workers’ moral resources are infinite; once 

mobilized, their good will will bring about greater output.”51 The Ohio foundry achieved the 

following equation that measured their success: “100 percent – 50 percent = 170 percent.” This 

equation would never rise in the calculations of the logic of Operations Research. It would be 

absurd. But when the company gave back 50 percent of its profits to the workers, output increased 

40%, and profits rose 340 percent. When this set of profits was divided by 50%, it equaled 170% 

increases for both the owners and the workers. Here axiology surpasses extrinsic logic and research 

mathematics. 

 Hartman’s final, two examples involved questions—perplexing questions—that rose to 

prominence because of the technology that invented and then used nuclear weapons. He was 

demonstrating the way in which the creation of certain types of systemic and extrinsic mechanisms 

create the possibility that moral insight and leverage will be degraded or even discarded. He 

described a conversation in which he participated that considered an atomic bomb attack by an 

enemy that was capable of destroying a city of 400,000 people. However, the bomb could also be 

used to destroy a computer complex that defended the entire Eastern seaboard of the United States. 

Which would be better? The discussion ended with the result that participants decided that the 

computer being destroyed would create the greatest potential calamity, and the city should be 

sacrificed. Hartman’s contribution to the conversation was on a different level altogether. The fact 

                                                
49 Robert S. Hartman, “The Partnership of Capital and Labor: Theory and Practice of a New Economic System.” 

Cologne, 1958, 90ff. 
50 Ibid. 
51 Ibid. 
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of the conversation exposed the terrifying circumstance that the entire “war system” had created. 

The fact of “war research” advanced the immorality of “war systems,” and the conversation to be 

advanced should be the eradication of the “war system” altogether. 

 It is easy to sense Hartman building toward his final example, and to almost feel the personal 

emotion surrounding the conclusion to his entire article. He had read the transcript of a speech by 

the Archbishop of Canterbury, the leading voice of religion in the United Kingdom, that was part 

of an address on nuclear war. The Archbishop found himself in a bit of a quandary. The English 

people were fearful of nuclear war. It had not been all that long in their memories since the blitz 

bombings of London by the Nazis in World War II. The people wanted to move toward political 

policies of disarmament and peace. The politicians, however, wanted to face fire with greater fire, 

and the Archbishop had to be amenable to the politicians to save some of his own power. In his 

speech, he reasoned—almost inconceivably—that nuclear destruction might be God’s plan for the 

end of the world. Had not the ancient texts shown God as saying that the next destruction would 

be by fire and not by water, as in Noah’s flood? He further reasoned that pain is a part of life, and 

that he, therefore, could not advance any policy based on trying to avoid pain and suffering.52 

 Hartman was certain that this problem could neither be solved by Operations Research, nor by 

theological fence straddling. His axiological calculus could provide a higher key. “The axiological 

calculus show that existence is infinitely more valuable than non-existence, life infinitely more 

valuable than death, and that, to attribute to God purposes of death, or indifference to death, is to 

assign to Him the properties of the devil.”53 The ultimate transposition—movement of dis-

valuation—would be to turn God into the devil.  

 Hartman concluded that the science of decision-making reaches from problems of worker pay 

to those of human destiny. “The theologian needs value theory as does the businessman. The time 

may come when each of us will have to make decisions which involve our and our children’s life 

or death. We shall not be able to do so by Operations Research.”54 

 His final suggestions were to businesses, and his words are as true today—and as needed 

today—as they were almost fifty years ago. Situations and circumstances in the business world 

have changed little since that time, and Hartman’s message has lost none of its impact and veracity. 

“Operations Research is one part of a large moral, social, and humanistic pattern which is the 

totality of ‘the science of decision making.’ Operations Research is a scientifically elaborated 

segment of this larger science. Other segments of it are elaborated by other exact methods 

[axiology will be one of these]. These other methods need the supplementation of Operations 

Research, and Operations Research needs the supplementation by these other methods. Decision 

problems in management have more dimensions than Operations Research can undertake; 

therefore, management needs a knowledge of the other methods of decision-making. The three 

segments of the science of decision making—axiology, teleology, and operations research—

provide the ‘know that’ which is to transform decision making into ‘know how.’”55 If I “know 

that” 2 + 2 =4, then I will have a better edge on “know how” that allows me to gain insight into 

“adding” itself, into mathematics as a whole. If I “know that” there is an Axiological Calculus—

Intrinsic valuation, a Teleological Calculus—Systemic valuation, and an Operations Research 

Calculus—Extrinsic valuation, then I will be able to “know how” to make decisions in a more 

robust, authentic, and complete manner.  

                                                
52 Phillip Toynbee (Ed). The Fearful Choice: A Debate on Nuclear Policy. London, 1958, 43. 
53 Hartman, op. cit., “The Science of Decision Making,” p. 30. 
54 Ibid., p. 31. 
55 Ibid. 
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Abstract 

 

Effective leadership requires authentic leaders, those with psychological integrity between their 

private and professional identities. Individuals experience a congruent self when their social and 

public lives parallel their internal experience. As a researchable construct, congruency has rarely 

been considered outside of therapy or psychoanalysis. This study uses a modified Hartman Value 

Profile (HVP) for its predictive ability to analyze an individual’s external value judgment (HVP1) 

and self-appraisal (HVP2). While the HVP has been used extensively to gauge an individual’s 

potential and actual value judgments, there is a lack of literature investigating the congruency of 

individuals by assessing the difference between the HVP1 and HVP2 within the same individual. 

This paper intersects the constructs of leadership ethics, authenticity, and Hartman’s personality 

theory to investigate the state of congruent selves within 59 individuals seeking personal and 

professional development.  

 

 

Defining Congruent Selves 

 

Carl Rogers first coined the term “congruent” when he described the alignment of three 

components of the Self; self-view, self-appraisal, and the conceptual or ideal self. Rogers believed 

that to the degree these selves overlap, an individual experiences congruency. The literature 

associates many positive constructs with congruent selves. Abraham Maslow considered that 

congruent people had potential to self-actualize and become fully functioning humans – the goal 

and peak of human experience (1971, 109-159). Rogers considered a congruent self to be 

synonymous with an authentic personality because the True Self was located in the overlap (1977, 

61). This differs from advocates of authentic leadership as a method or style of reaching 

organizational goals. Rather, it is a synthesis of the existential and social self or being-in-the-world 

(Craig, 2009, 292-294), two necessary components for balance or congruent living. In this respect, 

authentic leaders relate well to themselves and well to others and have exponentially more 

powerful influence over followers because of their experience of congruent selves. Leadership 

behavior flows out of and becomes an extension of the personal identity of the leader. It is 

essentially intrinsic power operating in personal and professional spaces, not extrinsic processes, 

methodology, or systemic ideology. Congruent individuals are perceived as authentic individuals 

who are self-aware, other-aware, and have a seamless operation as they move between these two 
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identities. Truthfulness or honesty is not mentioned in this description of authentic leadership, but 

leaders are rarely perceived as authentic without it (Avolio & Gardener, 2005, 318-319).  

 The flip side of the congruent coin is incongruent. This was Rogers’ term for those who could 

not synthesize or integrate their selves and who experienced little overlap. The fusion of these 

misaligned selves is the point of therapy and the problem for therapists. Spinelli describes the 

unfortunate paradox of patients who seek counsel for relating to the familiar person within their 

experience, and the other personality holding other beliefs, values, or attitudes. (Spinelli, 2014, 9). 

Not merely patients have a hard time with incongruent selves. Psychiatrists and psychoanalysts 

also complain of the difficulty of relating and treating the real self existing behind the person 

presented (May, 1958).  

 In the corporate arena, the need for congruent selves has been slower to take hold. Its entry has 

been limited to value-oriented leadership or person-job-organization fit. Organizations seek 

employees whose values match their own or whose goals and objectives are congruent with the 

mission and stated purpose of the company. Rarely outside of therapy has incongruence been seen 

as an issue, though nowhere is it more important than in the leaders who exercise influence over 

others or who sit on boards overseeing influential decision-making functions. In the exercise of 

power and influence, especially where personal and professional gain is at stake, are values and 

authentic principles compromised. The corporate world is full of evidence of leaders acting 

incongruent to expressed values, beliefs or interests of their organizations or the ones they lead. 

This is epitomized by the literature associating incongruent selves with the Dark Triad of 

Machiavellian, narcissistic, and psychopathic leaders (Babiak and Hare, 2007, 94-98) and the 

much more common overly competitive individuals who are driven to workplace politics, 

manipulation, and an I-win-you-lose agenda (Simon, 2013). In contrast, congruent leadership is 

associated with integrity, authentic leadership, effective performance, and empowered and loyal 

followership (Hershman, 2014).  

 If the current study admits to a single definition of congruency or authenticity, it is that they 

both are complex moving targets that bear evidence of humanistic and existential notions that 

humans are beings in process whose identity and existence stem from relating to self and others in 

the world with integrity.  

 

Construct of Congruency 

 

As a construct, congruency is perfectly suited to the Hartman Value Profile (HVP) for its predictive 

quality in measuring the existential state of individuals (HVP2) and their corresponding social side 

(HVP1) since in these modes of living humans find congruency. 

 Hartman considered the self to be in process, and he thought that his axiological model captures 

the private and public selves of individuals at a point in time in this process. The purpose of the 

HVP is to analyze and diagnose where persons show optimum potential to actualize themselves 

and experience themselves as themselves. This is the direction of Maslow’s concern when he sees 

the process of becoming fully human as synonymous with value realization (1971, 22). When 

people do not optimize their own potential value they are not fully functioning, growing, or 

evolving but are devaluing themselves. Their personal ethic and work ethic are not only 

misaligned, but they are operating in different directions, driven by opposing value systems or 

development strategies. This self-destructive bent Hartman called pessim, the lowest value, or 

disvalue (Hartman, n.d. 5). Either a person moves towards integration or he or she moves toward 

disintegration, with continuous values in between. Without congruence between private and social 
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domains, an individual experiences ‘disequilibrium’ and problems of ‘insufficiency’ that hinder 

growth and development (Hartman, 1967, 151). Maslow calls this the ‘deficiency disease’ which 

manifests as incongruent forces that fail to realize one’s values (1971, 22). 

 A cursory glance at results from the Hartman Value Profile shows its concern with the tangible 

extrinsic world and the individual’s personal intrinsic world, or HVP1 and HVP2, respectively. 

But Hartman was not simply a mind-body dualist who created a profiling tool with extrinsic and 

intrinsic modes. Hartman provided for the systemic through constructs of teleology, projection, 

and time orientation. Rogers understood that the ideal self must necessarily overlap or find a fit 

with the existential self for an individual to experience congruency. Items in the standard HVP 

consist not just of systemic concepts, but also measure an individual’s teleology or ideation about 

the past and future. Hartman achieved this teleology by using constructs that require projection 

from past experience in the ranking task. As participants interact with items like burn a witch at 

the stake and blow up an airliner in flight they presumably must reach into themselves (past 

orientation – witches are no longer burnt at the stake) or project an idea of the event (systemic 

ideation) to find their valuation response. This item may be ranked according to their inherited 

experience or even present value structure. The item could feasibly be ranked by projection, as no 

prior experience, thoughts or opinions on the subject will require the participant’s ideation. 

Regardless of the process of ranking, clearly the participant interacts with the items at some 

subjective, or at the very least an inter-subjective level, to be able to complete the ranking task. 

This is Hartman’s teleological model, which he rationalizes not with a separate systemic profile, 

but in the analysis of the content of the HVP. Arguably, for an ideal self to be congruent with the 

existential, the profile must measure systemic ideation in some form. The task of ranking HVP 

items is not a simple extrinsic act of comparison but involves intuitive and systemic cognitive 

functions as well.  

 Hartman showed that in profiling the extrinsic and intrinsic worlds, the valuer can arrive at a 

fundamental awareness of his or her own axiological development and predict a teleology or 

trajectory of growth. Hartman considers the human spirit to be pure awareness (n.d., 4) and the 

alternative ignorance. Psychologists hold the value of being aware as a development tool and 

identify ignorance, blocks, and self-deceit as perpetrators and major hindrance to growth (Peck, 

1978, 15-25). The antidote to such unawareness and self-deceiving hindrances lies in analyzing 

where the aspects of the self fuse or integrate into the whole. True authenticity or integrity (here, 

defined as being whole) depend on the two identities of the self moving together to find overlap, 

oneness, or congruency. Identity is grounded in the behaviors, attitudes, and beliefs interacting 

with personal and social ethic in continuity and overlap. 

 All that occurs in public space is ethical space (Poole, 1972), and the locus of human ethical 

experience is within the individual. In this way, congruency is not an ad-hoc subject of inquiry, 

but part of the internal and external experience of individuals as they relate to themselves and 

interpersonally to each other. There will always be varying degrees of capacities to relate to self 

and to others. However, leaders cannot be divorced from the ethical space they live in and hope to 

exert influence on others. This is readily apparent, though in ethics and leadership studies this is 

often ignored. This need for congruent selves is ever important as people try to balance and 

harmonize their worlds and find meaningful personal and professional identities. Incongruent 

leaders who live and lead separate lives or attempt to exist as different persons in different contexts 

experience more problems in living and open themselves to a host of unhealthy issues. This should 

be seen as distinct from the private and social identities that change according to context. It remains 
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both a personal and corporate responsibility to develop a congruent self as part of healthy 

psychological development. 

 Hartman’s brilliance in understanding this balance is paramount to the success of the HVP in 

effectively profiling an individual’s subjective and intersubjective attitudes in personal and 

professional domains. No doubt, a degree of objectivity exists in the HVP1 – but there is much 

subjective content in the act of valuation that makes ranking the items a possibility. Humans are 

not discrete compartments functioning in well-defined subjective and objective arenas. To grasp 

their identities, it is essential that individuals experience psychological continuity and overlap 

between their personal and social experiences, that is, as Locke says, ‘for a being to think of itself 

as itself” (Beck, 2013, 38-40). This intersubjective movement of memories, experiences, beliefs, 

and values between domains is absolutely necessary for personal and social identities to exist and 

to make accessible the construction of congruence between the two. To some extent, the HVP is 

the only assessment that sufficiently measures both and has the potential to assess congruent 

selves.  

 

Assessing Congruency 

 

The Hartman Value Profile is based on the logic of intension or meaning (Hartman, 1976, 26). 

Latent constructs created from primary variables are rooted in Hartman’s three primary value 

dimensions. Importantly, the HVP modifications that I use include Hartman’s concept of teleology 

and Roger’s ideal Self. The HVP2 has been defended as a remarkably subjective existential 

analysis, which it is. However, the systemic constructs of World need replacement by items that 

incorporate Hartman’s teleology and Rogers’ conceptual-self. Consequently HVP2 items like 

“The universe is a remarkable harmonious system” were replaced with “I am well planned for my 

future”. Similarly, the HVP2 item “I love the beauty of the world” does not seem to convey the 

systemic ideation as well as “I love the direction my life is heading”. These conceptual changes 

are necessary to integrate the construct of the conceptual-self, central to a study on congruent 

selves. 

 If not in the content, as face-valid targeted profiles do, these are embedded in the valuation act 

as participants move from a subjective (HVP2) to an intersubjective (HVP1) ranking task. The 

participants were 59 professionals, 31 males and 28 females. Not only did they perform the ranking 

task, but data from participants who were interviewed and coached with the results of their value-

judgment and passed a qualifying interview were included. Each participant was asked qualifying 

questions like: 

  

Given three kinds of problems (personal, practical, conceptual), which would you prefer 

to solve and in what order? and How would you rate your abilities to solve these? 

  

Participants’ answers that matched the corresponding profile results (in this case, the sub-int I, 

sub-int, E and sub-int S scales) were included for a correlation study on congruence. 

 While Hartman does not use the term “congruent,” the Balance Quotient Relative (BQr) scale 

measures the balance or disequilibrium an individual senses between internal and external 

valuation capacity. Difference between BQr1 and BQr2 scores were tabulated to find a coefficient 

for correlating with primary scales. The BQ scores measure the proportion between the Value 

Quotient (World) and Self Quotient (VQ/SQ) which are latent variables derived from the primary 

value dimensions. Since they measure balance between the two parts, a similar coefficient was 



 Congruent and Incongruent Selves: Exploring the Structure of Authenticity 83 

sought for correlating the primary scales. This was created by measuring the gap or dissonance 

between a scale’s HVP1 score and the corresponding score in HVP2. The resulting coefficient is, 

for the purposes of this study, a congruency measure to correlate against Hartman’s BQr index and 

is interpreted the same way. For Hartman, BQr scores between 0.7 and 1.5 showed overlapping 

value judgment ability across the spectrum of value dimensions measured by the HVP. A similar 

area of overlap was found in 12 scales with the following significant results (Table 1 Congruent 

Measure Analysis).  

 In this analysis, all scales correlated significantly with the Balance Quotient except for three 

scales; the sub dim systemic, the sub integration systemic and the dimension percent. These 

measure the participant’s systemic value judgment and proportion of value judgment (d%) 

respectively. Given that the two latter scores are both latent variables, this is a curious finding that 

suggests systemic scales with a large incongruent score between HVP1 and HVP2 have no bearing 

on an individual’s ability to find a congruent self. On closer inspection, the mean gap is largest for 

systemic dimension (indicating a participant’s conceptual thinking is not congruent with their 

conceptual self). However, only seven participants had stronger HVP2 scores than their conceptual 

thinking. These seven were qualitatively known for their strong bent towards self-awareness and 

self-development. They also had the best BQr scores or equilibrium between selves. As a group, 

the strong conceptual thinking and weaker conceptual-self may have skewed the data suggesting 

that the strength and clarity of conceptual thinking does not necessarily bode well for congruent 

selves. In practice, Hartman believed a margin of error of a few points was valid, though in this 

sample most have sizeable gaps. This requires more study into the personal nature of strong 

systemic scores. Besides strong conceptual thinkers, Dark Triad individuals (manipulative, covert-

aggressive, Machiavellian, and narcissistic individuals) often test for strong systemic thinking and 

strong intrinsic clarity. This sits well with the current research on these personalities, who 

masterfully know how to manipulate the people in their professional worlds for strategic gain (See 

Simon, Babiak & Hare for a full explanation or exposition of this).  

 All other indices showed significant correlation indicating that as the incongruent gap between 

HVP1 and HVP2 indices grew, the value judgment ability in the respective index decreased. These 

findings are limited to a small study, but mirrored a pretest study with 148 participants using the 

standard HVP. The pretest scores showed similar trends, though these data were omitted for 

favoring the qualitative component of the 59 participants who verified their own results in 

qualifying interview. 

Table 1 

Congruent Measure Analysis 
Scale   m    p            R 

BQr 

Sub dim Intrinsic 

  0.5 

12.7 

 

.00068* 

 

.43 

Sub dim Extrinsic 13.4 .000* .66 

Sub dim Systemic 15.2 .129 .20 

Differential 41.3 .000* .54 
Faith Quotient 

Distortion 

Dimension % 

Integration% 

Integration 

17.5 

1.69 

29.9 

35.5 

16.9 

.000* 

.002* 

.089 

.000* 

.000* 

.67 

.38 

-.01 

.53 

.56 

   Sub integration Intrinsic 

   Sub integration Extrinsic 

   Sub integration Systemic 

5.1 

5.3 

6.6 

.0003* 

.000* 

.1097 

.45 

.64 

.21 

Note. m = mean;  p = correlation significance*  < .001;  R = Pearson’s coefficient 
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Though Hartman’s Faith Quotient (FQ) disappeared from the standard HVP, it was included in 

this study for its significant correlation with congruence (the highest in this study, tested at .67) 

and its validation in qualifying interviews. Faith quotient is a latent variable of the differential and 

dimension scores that measure professional efficacy (HVP1) and personal confidence (HVP2). 

These tested unanimously in personal interview, validating this often ignored index. Global 

Judgment (HVP1) and self-Appraisal (HVP2 - Differential Congruence) correlated at a significant 

.54 indicating that judgment disintegrates with rising BQr gap.  

 

Conclusion 

 

Given the importance of congruence and the use of the HVP for personal, leadership, and 

organizational development, the lack of investigation in this area is surprising. Currently, very few 

scholars, if any, have published any findings. This study explores the congruent patterns where a 

leader experiences the reality of self or the locus of dysfunction, confusion, disintegration and 

pessim. This study used a modified version of the HVP which is axiologically sound, giving an 

indication of general integration or disintegration of value. It has been tested in private practice 

with qualitative data since 2011. However, to what degree HVP1 items can legitimately be 

compared with corresponding HVP2 items is yet to be studied. Just as previous axiologists have 

created targeted value profiles with industry-specific face valid items, a study that constructs a 

content valid congruency profile across all three value dimensions warrants further investigation.  

 Value congruency is typically measured between an individual and the relevant organization, 

but not within the individual. This is a significant contribution of this study, given that prior studies 

often ignore the contribution of personal ethics and value systems to professional conduct. While 

the HVP as a predictor of behavior is well validated (Hartman, 1973, 61), measuring psychological 

congruency may be limited by the conceptual construction of the HVP. Arranged in two parts, the 

HVP itself is constructed with considerable overlap; the HVP2 measures an individual’s self 

perception (arguably their socialized perception of their existential state) and the HVP1 measures 

the self’s worldview (often considered objective, but requires subjective valuation in the ranking 

task). While these are legitimate measures when studying them independently, there are construct 

validity concerns when researchers attempt to compare the two profiles as a measure of 

psychological congruency. Hartman believed in two separate approaches to measuring the self; a 

teleological and axiological model. The HVP is an inventory of the latter, being a static model 

measuring the individual’s subjective knowledge of self-concept and the immediate context of 

being-in-the-world (n.d., 2). This study approached Hartman’s teleological model from the point 

of view of phenomenological valuation; namely, what occurs in the valuer as the items are ranked. 

This study argues that teleology is included and thereby a useful construct for systemic ideation. 

Currently, axiological integrity exists within the items of each list, but arguably, such validity does 

not exist between the two profiles. This should limit the ability to measure congruency to 

axiological and not psychological valuation structures. Further studies should address this gap by 

modifying the HVP1 and HVP2 to have construct content validity to measure psychological 

congruency.  

 Finally, the divided nature of incongruent selves indicates personal and social value 

disintegration. Social systemic and utilitarian development is incongruent with human 

development. Integrative research into the structure and nature of congruent selves is essential for 

the promotion and development of the intrinsic good and infinite value of humanity.  

\ 
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Abstract 

 

In an effort to find more applications for Hartman’s work, this article summarizes much of the 

research on what resilient people have done to overcome tough situations. It is amazing to note 

that the research can be organized by the hierarchy of value order set out by Robert S. Hartman. 

This demonstrates not just the face validity of the hierarchy of order, but the real live application 

of the values Hartman attempted to stress and that people should follow. For those who are going 

through tough times, or wanting to prepare for going through tough times, this article summarizes 

how you can live out the hierarchy of value in a practical and applicable way to improve your own 

resiliency. You may look at any one of the nine areas and find ways that have been proven to help 

other people bounce back and conquer tough situations. Note that resilience is not a frame of mind 

or a way of thinking, but a way of living. 

 

 

At times our world seems to be spinning out of control. While we have always had natural 

disasters, war, poverty, and evil people, they are happening at a more rapid pace, and they are 

much greater in magnitude, with even more detrimental and long last effects on the humans 

involved.  

 It is estimated, for example, that over 500,000 of the US troops that have served in Iraq and 

Afghanistan from 2002 till now are affected by post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD). PTSD 

devastates not only the lives that it afflicts, but also the family members around them who do not 

understand what happened to their loved one. This does not begin to take into account the many 

others from the other countries who have been involved, or the other people in the war-impacted 

countries themselves who have been affected. It is a given now that everyone will face hardship 

of some kind at some point in their lives or know someone directly who has.  

 So where do we find hope amongst this turmoil? How can we help ourselves and those we love 

prepare for or bounce back from such hardship? While neuroscientists are attempting to find 

mailto:ccsuccess@q.com
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solutions, and they appear to be getting closer, they still do not have the magic ticket or drug to 

cure all.  

 I am a profound reader of many diverse subjects, and I am fascinated by how similar themes 

run through the research on the topic of resilience, a person’s ability to deal with and adapt to 

change, and how people are able to deal with difficult situations. I loved the quote from Andy 

Andres’, The Noticer Returns, “What a person thinks is determined by how a person thinks.” This 

was also noted by Jim Collins, the famous researcher behind Good to Great, when asked what he 

learned while teaching at West Point (Berlingham, 2014). He said he was asked to teach leadership, 

and instead the cadets taught him something. After being there he observed that, contrary to what 

he thought, the cadets were happier than the students at most civilian schools, despite the fact they 

attended one of the most highly regimented and pressure filled colleges in the country. He was 

curious as to how they could be happier and that despite the competition and their busy schedules, 

they would still take time out to help each other get through the courses and physical challenges.  

 He discovered the answer while exploring the concepts of success and failure in a class. Is 

failure really the opposite of success? At the Academy, all cadets experience failure of some kind. 

Everything is difficult, and most fail on their first and second attempts. However, they do not see 

this as a negative; they see it as a learning experience and a chance to acquire the skills to get it 

right before it really counts. Each experience makes them stronger and helps them grow. So what 

they think about failure is determined by how they think about it, and this makes all the difference 

in their attitude and ability to bounce back. This is also supported by the work of Dr. Carol S. 

Dweck at Stanford, who noted that our mindset can change the meaning of failure and the amount 

of effort we may put into overcoming it (2006). One type of mindset is fixed, and people who have 

it think they have to deal with the hand that has been dealt and are limited in what they can do. 

The other mindset is based on growth potential, and people who have it believe that we can do 

things to cultivate what we need to do, and that our efforts will help us change and grow. Those 

with the growth mindset have been shown to prevail and bounce back time and time again.  

 If we step back and analyze these findings from the natural value structure or Axiology set out 

by Robert S. Hartman, it is easy to see that these people live and prioritize the intrinsic, extrinsic, 

and systemic values in their thoughts and actions.  

 

1. The “How of thinking” is intrinsic, as it is about being open-minded and seeing the 

unlimited potential in themselves and the in situations they experience. 

2. The “Actions taken” are extrinsic and are demonstrated by resilient people in their 

continued practice to get things right without giving up. 

3. The “What of thinking,” the systemic, shows the discipline in their approach and how they 

define what is taking place. 

 

 These are simple thoughts about how to overcome basic challenges, but what can be done to 

really overcome deep hardships? What have people done that helped them overcome great odds 

and bounce back, when others have failed or given up? How do people manage to stand up to an 

enemy and not express defeat? I am not talking about those who just survive, but those who really 

face a hardship, endure it for years, then bounce back against all odds and still succeed in life. 

What is it that they do? What is it that they think? What enables them to have such great resilience 

despite tremendous hardship? We could take lessons from them, and even though we may not face 

the same hardships, we could learn from them to bounce back better. We could apply to our own 
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lives what they do to keep their focus to our own lives, and this might help us overcome our own 

minor hardships and keep focused on what is truly relevant in life.  

 I reviewed one of the largest collections of research on the topic of “resilience” by Steven M. 

Southwick, M.D., and Dennis S. Charney, M.D. (2012). I was amazed to note that the 10 qualities 

they identified in those they studied having great resilience can easily be broke down into the 9 

levels of valuation identified in Hartman’s Structure of Value. Wayne Carpenter, a master of these, 

often called them “the Pathways of Understanding” (These value combinations will briefly be 

described with the breakdown of each of the 9 categories  I/I, E/I, S/ I, I/E, I/S, E/E, S/E, E/S, S/S).  

 Immediately below are the ten areas that Southwick and Charney identify in their research on 

what resilient people do, in the order they discuss them in their book (2012). Note, this is not just 

about what people think, but about what they actually do to maintain resilience. 

 

1. Optimism: A belief in a brighter future (Blind optimism does not work.) 

2. Facing Fear: An adaptive response 

3. Social Support: The need to connect 

4. Moral Compass-Ethics-Altruism: Doing what is right 

5. Religion and Spirituality: Drawing on Faith 

6. Role Models: Provide the road map 

7. Training: Physical fitness and strength 

8. Brain Fitness: Challenging the mind and heart 

9. Cognitive and Emotional Flexibility 

10. Meaning Purpose and Growth 

  

The list below shows how these ten elements can be reorganized to fit perfectly into Hartman’s 

value hierarchy. A little more explanation is provided to explain what they are, and how one can 

acquire them or become stronger in them. (Note that two of them really can be found in the first 

dimension below, and perhaps in others.)  

  

1. Optimism and Believing in One’s Faith (I / I):  This the highest order of value and is partly 

a matter of valuing an intrinsic thing (I) intrinsically (I). Here optimism involves 

intrinsically valuing (I) one’s own (and others’) future potentials (I) in a positive way. The 

intense attachment to (I) the Object of one’s Faith (1) aspect intrinsically values something 

with unlimited goodness. 

Optimism: Belief in a brighter future that is not blind optimism. Optimism has been found to 

improve physical and mental health in cancer patients (Carver et al., 1993), in patients going 

in for heart surgery (Scheire et al, 1989; Giltay et al., 2006). Barbara Fredrickson from the 

University of North Carolina, also noted in her research that people who look for the positive 

in any situation can reduce physiological arousal and increase focus (Fredrickson, 2001; 

Fredrickson & Branigan, 2005). They are able to use multiple perspectives to solve problems 

and see the good in what can be gained. This is much like the cadets at West Point who see 

failure as a way to grow and become stronger. It has also been found that people who are 

optimistic live longer and happier lives. Some ways to improve optimism are to step up our 

counter-negative thoughts, use positive affirmation statements, and always envision what 

success will look like despite the odds. 

Religion and Spirituality: Many resilient people draw on the hope they get from their faith in 

Supreme Goodness. Faith helps them keep hope alive for a brighter tomorrow. For some, the 
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pursuit or process of understanding faith gives them peace and the ability to forgive. Others 

practice prayer, meditation, and mindfulness. Meditation and mindfulness do not require a 

doctrinal (systemic) faith, and the work by Richard J. Davidson, Ph.D. and Sharon Begley 

indicates that people who meditate and practice mindfulness have greater resilience and the 

ability to keep themselves calm amongst difficulties (Davidson & Begley 2012; Holzel, et al., 

2008).  

  
2. Doing What is Right (E / I): This is the extrinsic valuation (E) of an intrinsic value (I). 

Doing or carrying out is the extrinsic (E) aspect of the morally correct thing, which is 

promoting the greatest good for individuals (I).   

Moral Compass-Ethics-Altruism: Doing what is right. Many people observed as resilient had 

a strong sense of right and wrong, a “moral compass.” For example, it was found that altruism, 

the ability to give of oneself without expectations, helped people to recover after a trauma. 

Sadly, in our society today, strong values like expressing kindness, courage, and integrity are 

not as prevalent as the desire to gain more money, power, and control. Southwick and Charney 

suggest that to improve in this area, people need to take the time to think about what their core 

values are, how well they are lived up to, and how possibly to adapt ways of strengthening 

them or raising the bar on them in daily life. Research has actually shown that “thinking about 

and affirming of one’s values can diminish the perceptions of threat and reduce defensive 

responses” (65). 

  
3. Challenging the Mind and Heart (S / I): The next line of order is systemic valuation (S) of 

an intrinsic value (I). Here, the systemic discipline of the mind (S) is used to govern the 

emotions of a person’s heart (I).  

Brain Fitness: Challenging the mind and heart. A great deal is out now about brain fitness, 

from Norman Vincent Peale’s The Power of Positive Thinking, to Lumosity’s brain games. 

There is a great deal of untapped potential in our brains, but the good news is that our brains 

can be tapped and trained. This aspect of resilience is a key to controlling the emotional charge 

that can come from difficult situations. It involves training the brain to become more observant, 

more efficient in processing and reasoning, and recognizing emotional feeling without 

allowing it to take over or interfere with one’s ability to respond in the present. This kind of 

training requires discipline, drive, and consistency. The best way to acquire it is through 

scenario-based training that stresses you, while allowing you to practice your response. As 

with athletes in a sport, or the cadets as West Point who work through higher stress situations 

like those they would face in a game or in real life, training makes dealing with actual stress 

easier. If you know you have to face a tough situation, get conceptual feedback and suggestions 

for how to respond to it better, then you should practice them so you will be prepared the next 

time the situation presents itself.  

  

4. Connecting with Others (I / E) This is the intrinsic valuation (1) of an extrinsic object (E). 

Here, the extrinsic object is the practice of social networking with others (E), which is 

being valued intrinsically (I) while being used to gain support. 

Social Support: The need to connect. There is a great deal of research on social support, and 

many books have been written about the fact that as humans we are wired to connect with other 

human beings. One of the more recent books on the topic by Matthew D. Lieberman cites over 

300 such research articles (2013). POWs who were isolated still found ways to bond and 
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connect with others and formed relationships that sustained them, even though in the toughest 

of situations (King et al., 1998). People who intensely value and reach out for social support 

are able to bounce back faster. People with high levels of social support are happier and suffer 

from fewer mental and physical illnesses, including PTSD. To improve in this area, taking time 

with friends is important. Suggestions are, take a class on interpersonal communication, and 

find ways to communicate better or more effectively with others in order to improve 

relationships you already have.  

  

5. Meaning, Purpose, and Envisioned Growth (I / S):  This involves the intrinsic valuation (I) 

of systemic objects (S). In this example, concepts of purpose, meaning, and direction (S) 

are being valued intrinsically by intensely believing they can happen.  

Meaning, Purpose, and Growth: Understanding and believing that what you do makes a 

difference for others and yourself. Research in many different fields, ranging from military 

commands to civilian workers, indicates that when people understand themselves and feel that 

what they envision and do is important and has a purpose, they exhibit greater strength under 

stress, report less stress afterwards, and perceive greater benefits from what they do (Southwick 

et al., 2006, Wrzesniewski et al., 1997). Finding meaning in diversity, even though small, 

makes much more difference than doing nothing or feeling hopeless. The best way to build 

this is to continue to look for the positive in all situations, to find a way to help at least one 

other individual get through. This also explains why the cadets who take the time out of their 

busy schedules to help others feel better as individuals and cope better with their own stress.  

  

6. Facing Fear – Focus on Results (E / E): This involves the extrinsic valuation (E) of an 

extrinsic value (E). In this example, observable results are the extrinsic values (E), and 

these are being valued extrinsically by acting (E) in the face of fear to achieve desired 

outcomes. 

Facing Fear: This is an active adaptive response for accepting and moving forward. We all 

face fear at one time or another, and our bodies are wired for “fight or flight.” What we do 

after fear has been triggered makes all the difference. We remember everything with emotion, 

especially those times when we were emotionally aroused (Southwick et al., 2002). How we 

deal with our emotions can impact our response when we next face a similar situation. Fears 

can keep us from acting to achieve desired outcomes. Identifying conscious and unconscious 

fears can help inhibit the fear response and reduce it next time we face it. For example, what 

happens when people go horseback riding for the first time and are thrown from their horse? 

If they let their fear of what happened overcome them, they may become fearful at the sight of 

a horse, or they may label the experience as too traumatic and never want to try it again. It 

would be better to recognize that this was a bad experience, yet they can do or control certain 

things in the future to avoid being thrown off. It would be better to reconnect with the horse 

that threw them, control or reduce their fear, and eventually ride again.  

 

7. Maintaining Cognitive and Emotional Flexibility in Times of Change) (S / E): This is 

systemic valuation (S) of an extrinsic value (E). Understanding what can and cannot be 

changed is systemic (S), and acting to change is extrinsic (E).  

Cognitive and Emotional Flexibility: This is the freedom from living in absolutes and allowing 

the mind to think about things from different perspectives. The first step in overcoming 

hardship is to understand the reality of it and make a realistic mental assessment of what can 
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be changed and what cannot. This may involve envisioning positive reappraisals and 

conceiving of alternative positive meanings or resolutions for potentially negative situations. 

Gratitude is one of the more prominent emotions expressed by resilient people, and they are 

able to find humor even in the hardest of situations. If you are facing a tough situation, you 

may want to engage in some positive mental reappraisal activity like writing in a journal about 

a difficult situation, rewriting it with a positive spin, and redefining failure as a stepping stone 

in growth, as do the cadets at West Point.  

  

8. Being a Role Model for Others / Discipline (E / S): This is the extrinsic valuation (E) of a 

systemic object (S). Here, extrinsic valuation is acting (E) to demonstrate a positive 

character ideal (S), thus becoming a role model for others. 

Role Models: Such people actualize ideal road maps for others to follow. Life is better, easier, 

if we have role models to follow and if we become role models for others. We look up to some 

people, our own role models, and we rely both on what they say and on what they do. They are 

our examples for how to face our own challenges. To learn from role models, we need to break 

down what they do into understandable chunks, observe them in many settings, practice what 

they do, and get feedback on how we are doing. This is how the cadets at West Point learn and 

eventually move on to be role models for the next class coming through.  

  
9. Consistency of Training for Strength (S / S): This involves the systemic valuation (S) of a 

systemic object or outcome (S). Consistency is important to maintain discipline and order 

and the end result of training is core strength. While it could be argued that training itself 

is extrinsic, in this case we are looking at the end result of the training which is systemic. 

Physical strength helps to maintain a foundation, much like a house built of steel, versus 

wood. While building the house is extrinsic, it is the foundation of the house in the end that 

will or will not withstand gale force winds. It is the consistency by which the physical 

exercise is carried out (S) that results in a stable core foundation of strength (S).  

Consistent Training: Physical fitness is strength derived from routine or habitual exercise as a 

way of life. The most isolated prisoners of war who survived over five years of captivity found 

ways of working out in their tiny cells. Exercise not only helps people recover from trauma, 

but it improves overall health, thinking, processing ability, and mood. The key, however, is 

that exercise becomes a routine, a habit, something enjoyed and practiced regularly as a matter 

of principle. When this happens the core strength is not just built, but maintained, so that it 

stays a strong foundation. It does not work for the weekend warrior, but it does for the person 

who makes exercise a regular routine and allows for stress and recovery. Exercise does not 

have to be painful, and it is often better when enjoyed with others.  

 

 In sum, resilience is not just a state of mind. It involves the repetition of many things that build 

strength within us to face hardship. If we become better at living the values depicted in this 

summary of research organized by Hartman’s hierarchy of value, our world would be a better 

place, and we would be better persons. We could improve not only our own mental states, but also 

help to improve other people’s lives and the world around us. Most importantly, true resilience is 

an active process. It is not just a thought in our head, or a way of thinking, but a way of living. 

Our priorities, actions, and habits make a difference in our ability to overcome. We gain not only 

from realizing that we have overcome, but also from growing in many ways as we overcome! 
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AXIOLOGY AND EVIL 

 
The 2014 issue of this Journal issued the following challenge: 

 

 

A SUGGESTED TOPIC FOR 2015: This Journal does not usually suggest topics for its issues, 

but we hope that our readers will consider and perhaps write something to be considered for 

possible publication in our 2015 issue on the following issue. First, read the quote from Hartman 

on this and every front cover. Then consider this question: "WHY is Evil Easier to Organize than 

Good?" Hartman clearly assumed THAT it is, but what explains this? 

 

The following three articles address the topic of Axiology and Evil.



 

 

WHAT IS EVIL? 

 

Arthur R. Ellis 

 

ARTHUR R. ELLIS, Ph.D., is a Licensed Professional Counselor who has been a clinician since 

1971. He holds degrees in psychology and rehabilitation counseling from the University of 

Tennessee, Knoxville, and a doctorate from LaSalle University. His work career was as a therapist 

in the Psychology Service of a Veterans Administration Medical Center. He studied Formal 

Axiology under Robert S. Hartman, who personally trained him in the use and interpretation of 

the “Hartman Value Profile” (HVP). He has been active in the R. S. Hartman Institute since its 

formation, serving on the Board of Directors and now being Chair Emeritus and member of the 

Wisdom Council. He is also a certified Master Addictions Therapist and a Diplomate of the 

American Psychotherapy Association. 

 

Abstract 

 

This paper explores the differentiation between “bad” behavior and “evil” behavior. Studies and 

commentaries about people who have engaged in bad and evil behavior, both in research settings 

and in real life, are reviewed. The elements which constitute evil are identified, with focus being 

on lack of empathy and intent to harm. Evil is discussed as value transpositions in Formal Axiology 

and approaches to address counteracting evil are offered. 

 

 

1. Introduction 

 

“I had seen Hitler organize evil, and I had determined to try to organize good….But I could see 

that to organize good I had to know ‘what is good?’ Hartman, 1994, 43 

 

In this presentation I would like to use Dr. Hartman’s thinking to help us understand “What is 

evil?” We will avoid religious and theological discussions and focus on manifestations in behavior. 

What is loosely referred to as evil seems to be everywhere in the media. But, is evil an appropriate 

description in all cases? What motivates otherwise decent people to participate in bad behavior or 

to treat others in demeaning and dehumanizing ways? How can we understand this perplexing and 

disconcerting issue in terms of Formal Axiology and how might we address it? 

 

2. What Evil Is Not 

 

Let us start by mentioning the idea of “natural evil” which is identified in some discussions in the 

literature. “Natural evil” refers to natural disasters such as earthquakes, volcanic eruptions, 

tsunamis, hurricanes, tornadoes, blizzards, floods, etc. Even though for the people in their paths 

the impact of such events may be unfortunate, catastrophic, and very bad, these are natural 

processes, not morally evil events. 

It is important to note that merely perceiving something as evil does not make it evil. People 

may respond to someone or some event as if it were evil, but this is influenced by their own overlay 

of beliefs, apart from the more objective approach we are seeking. We often see people responding 

to good things as if they were bad! 
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Let us begin by attempting to understand what evil is not. My premise is that not everything 

which is bad is morally evil, and we need to be able to differentiate. Some undesirable actions by 

people can be bad without being evil. How can this be? In the rhetoric of Formal Axiology we 

understand “badness” in terms of transpositions of value or disvaluations which occur in each 

value dimension. As we move from the Systemic transpositions through the Extrinsic to the 

Intrinsic, the quantification of disvaluations becomes more and more serious (no matter what 

mathematics is applied). Somewhere along this continuum, do we cross a line from being “bad” to 

being “evil?” We will explore these thoughts later. 

For clarification in terms of Formal Axiology, the concept of “badness” can be applied to 

people in contexts which have nothing to do with moral badness. For example, a person might be 

described as being a “bad piano player,” but there is no moral badness in this valuation. Any 

number of similar examples of a person being a bad “X” without being morally bad can be 

imagined. 

So what are some reasons people may behave badly without being morally evil? Wayne 

Carpenter, in “Why Good People Do Bad Things,” identified lack of value capacity and 

misinterpretation of value situations as risks for people to choose to exhibit bad behavior 

(Carpenter 1991). Bad behavior may be a response to feeling threatened, desperation, poor 

judgment, misdirection, misinterpretation, impulsivity, or irrationality. 

Most of these responses can be related to Maslow’s hierarchy of needs (Maslow 1954) which 

is made up of these five levels: 

 

1. Physiological: The basic elements for survival – air, water, food, sleep, physical functions 

 

2. Safety: Involves both the need for physical and psychological/ emotional security 

 

3. Love: to belong and be nurtured; friendship, family, intimacy 

 

4. Esteem: to feel good about accomplishments, be recognized and respected 

 

5. Self Actualization: to move toward maximizing potential; seeking knowledge, peace, 

beauty, esthetics, self-fulfillment, unity 

 

Maslow thought of these needs as being lower order to higher order values, and he related 

easily to Hartman’s concept of good. He believed that when basic needs are not met, people turn 

to undesirable behaviors, including violence. Threats to the first two levels – the basic survival 

needs and safety – may prompt some people to be reactive, impulsive, and irrational, which they 

may believe is necessary for their defense, whether it really is or not. Thus the reactionary mode 

may result in poor value judgments and “bad” behavior. Even feelings of alienation might 

adversely affect Level 3 – love and belonging – possibly leading to skewed value patterns and 

undesirable responses. 

Another possible example is that of basically “good” persons who deviate from their usual 

behavior because of some extreme opportunistic circumstance – tempted beyond their capacity to 

resist – and choose to do something “bad.” For instance, “temporary insanity” kicks in, and a 

person kills another in an uncontrollable rage. Even where moral standards, rules, or concepts 

apply, failure to fulfill them may not be morally evil when violations are not done intentionally or 
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controllably. Degrees are relevant, however, as in the distinction between first and second degree 

murder. Both violate “Thou shalt not murder,” both are punished, but one less so than the other. 

In all the aforementioned situations, we have ordinary people who behave badly under stress; 

people whose value capacities may be lacking or whose good judgment is overridden. I do not 

believe that anything I have described thus far constitutes moral evil. 

 

3. Related Literature 

 

One of the classic research projects about how far people would go when instructions might lead 

to harming another person was conducted in 1963 by Stanley Milgram (McLeod 2007) in studying 

obedience at Yale University. Briefly, subjects (in the role of “teachers”) were instructed to press 

a switch to shock a “learner” (a confederate in the experiment) when a wrong answer was given. 

The shocks (all fake) were presented by 30 switches progressively from 15 volts (slight) to 375 

volts (Danger: severe shock) to 450 volts (XXX). Each wrong answer (and wrong answers were 

purposely given) received a higher level of shock. The subject/teacher was not able to see the 

learner after the session started, but could hear a sound track at each shock administration (from 

“ugh” to screams to silence). Milgram found that 65% of the subjects continued to the 450 volt 

level with the urging of the experimenter, and all went to at least the 300 volt level. The conclusion 

was that “ordinary people are likely to follow orders given by an authority figure, even to the extent 

of killing an innocent human being” (2). 

The second hallmark study is referred to as the Stanford Prison Experiment and was conducted 

by Philip Zimbardo at Stanford University in 1973 (McLeod 2008). Zimbardo recruited college 

students for the roles of prisoners and guards and chose subjects who did not display psychological 

abnormalities on screening tests. The guards were given uniforms and instructed to maintain order, 

but no physical violence was permitted. The prisoners were arrested at their homes by the local 

police, processed at the police station, and delivered blind folded to the fabricated jail in the 

basement of a campus building. Both the guards and the prisoners adapted to their roles quickly 

and the outcome was that the guards’ behavior toward the prisoners became brutal and abusive. 

The study was supposed to last two weeks, but terminated after six days. The conclusion was that 

“people will readily conform to the social roles they are expected to play, especially if the roles 

are as strongly stereotyped as those of prison guards” (3). 

Zimbardo (2007) has subsequently written an extensive account of the Sanford Prison 

Experiment in The Lucifer Effect: Understanding How Good People Turn Evil. An interesting 

aspect is his description of how he and the other researchers were so caught up in the experiment 

that they became inured to the brutality. Only when his psychologist girlfriend (who later became 

his wife) confronted him after observing the degrading behavior did he finally realize “what had 

been gradually happening to him and to everyone else in the study: that they had all internalized a 

set of destructive prison values that distanced them from their own humanitarian values” (171). At 

this point, he stopped the study. 

However, there other considerations about both these studies which we will explore shortly. 

Concurrent with the time frame of Milgram’s study was the trial of Nazi Adolf Eichmann, 

architect of “the final solution to the Jewish question,” for war crimes. Hannah Arendt (1963) 

observed the trial and coined the term “the banality of evil” based on her impression of how 

“normal” Eichmann seemed. She posited that acts of evil through history, and in particular in the 

Holocaust, were not carried out by “fanatics or sociopaths,” but by ordinary people who accepted 

the authority of the state and regarded their actions as normal.  
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Edward S. Herman (1995) calls this “normalizing the unthinkable.” He says, “Doing terrible 

things in an organized and systemic way rests on ‘normalization.’ This is the process whereby 

ugly, degrading, murderous, and unspeakable acts become routine and are accepted as ‘the way 

things are done’” (1). 

Haslam and Reicher (2008) have challenged the conclusions of both Milgram and Zimbardo, 

and question the concept of the banality of evil. (By the way, neither of these studies would be 

allowed today because they violate current ethical research guidelines.) They point out that the 

experimental designs and the experimenters’ involvement, when examined closely, may have 

influenced the outcomes. While the results are disturbing, it is interesting to note that Milgram 

obtained much more obedience in subjects when the activities were conducted on the Yale campus 

than at another location in a less privileged area. In the Zimbardo study, the real police involvement 

in the “arrests” was seen as disorienting to the subjects and they were never informed that this was 

part of the experiment – even when they asked. Some indicated that they thought they were actually 

being charged with a crime. Reality and role-playing became confused. 

Erich Fromm (1973) also published a lengthy challenge to Zimbardo’s conclusions. He 

observed “If in spite of the whole spirit of this mock prison which, according to the concept of the 

experiment was meant to be degrading and humiliating,…two thirds of the guards did not commit 

sadistic acts for personal ‘kicks,’ the experiment seems rather to prove that one cannot transform 

people so easily into sadists by providing them with the proper situation” (4). 

David Cesarani (2004) published a book about Eichmann and suggests that Arendt’s 

assumptions about him were incorrect. She attended only the beginning of the trial when Eichmann 

was presenting himself as an “inoffensive pen-pusher.” As the trial progressed he revealed more 

and more of his true character and that he “was well aware of what he was doing and was proud 

of his murderous ‘achievements.’” 

 

4. Defining Evil 

 

Now let us turn to a definition of evil from Ervin Staub (2011), professor at the University of 

Massachusetts, and author of Overcoming Evil: Genocide, Violent Conflict, and Terrorism.  

 

Evil is commonly associated with conscious and deliberate wrongdoing, discrim-

ination designed to harm others, humiliation of people designed to diminish their 

psychological well-being and dignity, destructiveness, motives causing pain or suffering 

for selfish or malicious intentions, and acts of unnecessary or indiscriminate violence. (32) 

 

Inherent in this definition is the element of intentionality. 

 Simon Baron-Cohen (2011) in The Science of Evil focuses on empathy – the capacity for 

understanding and caring about how other people feel – as the pivotal common element which is 

absent in those who behave cruelly and evilly. He identifies three personality types in which the 

element of empathy is lacking, N (Narcissistic), B (Borderline), and P (Psychopath). Certainly 

these disorders have been known for many years, but Cohen believes that viewing them as having 

a “common underlying mechanism” of “Zero-Negative” empathy can lead to deeper understanding 

of how to address the deficits. He points out that not everyone who lacks empathy behaves cruelly, 

but cruel behavior indicates lack of empathy. Types N, B, and P have the “trait” of lack of empathy, 

trait being an ongoing characteristic (as opposed to the “state” of lack of empathy which is transient 

and influenced by the environment, as has been discussed elsewhere). Cohen examines the 
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neuroscience of brain activity associated with empathy and calls attention to deficits in the 

“empathy circuit” in the N, B, and P types. He offers some suggestions for possible treatment to 

affect change to overcome the developmental deficits. 

A study at Duke University (2011) also highlighted some neuroscience issues. The research 

showed “through MRI studies that people normally activate a network in the brain related to social 

cognition – thoughts, feelings, empathy, for example – when viewing pictures of others or thinking 

about their thoughts. But when participants in this study were asked to consider images of people 

they considered drug addicts, homeless people, and others they deemed low on the social ladder, 

parts of this network failed to engage” (1). This particular study has nothing to do with evil, but it 

delineates again the brain’s involvement – or lack of involvement – in empathic responses, a 

critical issue in evil behavior. 

One of the qualities of evil I would like to propose is that of “organized badness,” either on an 

individual level or collectively. My “triad of evil” which feeds into this paradigm is unchecked 

greed, ego, and power. Inherent in this triad are lack of empathy and intent to harm or lack of 

concern about the harm actions produce. 

From the above, it appears that lack of empathy and intent are core issues in defining moral 

evil. 

 

5. Examples to Consider 

 

On an individual level, classic sociopathic behavior fits the definition of moral evil – using others 

and things for personal benefit without regard to impact. Such people have a kind of personal 

organization of badness – the organization of the Self is infused with badness (transpositions). 

They are without conscience and may even enjoy inflicting physical or emotional pain, or at least 

they don’t care. They lack empathy and do not value others intrinsically. Neither are they likely to 

value the world around them intrinsically. 

Collectively, we have the horrid examples of the Nazis, genocide in various other places, 

torture practices, war crimes, and perhaps, in a completely different arena, unscrupulous Wall 

Street traders and multinational corporations. These groups display the same types of behaviors 

and disvaluations as individual sociopaths. 

To quote Haslam and Reicher  (2008) again: 

 

Until recently, psychologists and historians have agreed that ordinary people commit 

evil when, under the influence of leaders and groups, they become blind to the 

consequences of their actions. This consensus has become so strong that it is repeated, 

almost as a mantra, in psychology textbooks and in society at large. However critical 

scrutiny of both historical and psychological evidence – along with a number of new 

studies… – has produced a radically different picture. People do great wrong, not because 

they are unaware of what they are doing but because they consider it to be right. This is 

possible because they actively identify with the groups whose ideology justifies and 

condones the oppression and destruction of others. 

In short, the true horror of Eichmann and his like is not that their actions were blind. 

On the contrary, it is that they saw clearly what they did, and believed it to be the right 

thing to do (19). 
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Our world seems beset with examples of behaviors which display the same disvaluations 

seen in individuals. Let’s examine a few of these situations in light of the previous discussion.  

 

- Torture at Abu Ghraib. Seven soldiers were prosecuted for torturing prisoners at the Abu 

Ghraib prison in Iraq. However, it appears that they were subject to the same influences 

demonstrated in Zimbardo’s Standford Prison Experiment. Zimbardo indicates that there existed 

a “culture of torture” which was administratively sanctioned and, if not overtly, then tacitly, 

condoned. While politicos may deny this, Zimbardo points to the overwhelming paper trail. 

Regardless of the rhetoric and the effort to redefine “torture,” the result is still the same Intrinsic 

disvaluation and dehumanization (I sub I). So we can conjecture that these were some good people 

influenced to behave evilly due to a culture which created systemic evil. 

- Police brutality. Recent incidences that have received national media attention (Ferguson, 

MO, Baltimore, North Charleston, all of which involved the death of a minority person when there 

was no apparent threat) have brought to question what may be described as a “culture of brutality” 

directed at minorities in some instances. What is observable is the disvaluation of the person and 

lack of empathy/compassion that may manifest systemic evil (tacit policy) or the behavior of 

individuals. This is being said with some hesitation, recognizing the dangers police officers face 

regularly, but also recognizing their high calling for responsible actions and treating people with 

dignity. 

- Genocide. Genocide Watch (2014) lists 16 countries involved in genocide, politicide, or mass 

atrocities, most in the Mid-East and Africa. Another 19 countries are indicated as being highly at 

risk. One of the stages of  genocide is “Dehumanization” in which  

 

One group denies the humanity of the other. Members of it are equated with animals, 

vermin, insects or disease. Dehumanization overcomes the normal human revulsion against 

murder. At this stage, hate propaganda in print and on hate radios is used to vilify the victim 

group….(Stanton 1998, 2). 

 

- ISIS. The Islamic State’s barbaric and horrific actions are all over the media. ISIS is 

continually referred to as “evil.” In the face of the hate-filled rhetoric, graphic beheadings, 

genocidal assaults, and destroying antiquities, it is not difficult to see why. Michael Austin (2014) 

states: 

 

ISIS is evil, but their evil is neither “pure” nor “inhuman.” It is a very human evil and, 

like everything human, it is messy, chaotic, contingent and firmly tied to a specific time 

and place. It is an evil born out of the collision of the worst elements of human nature and 

a specific set of historical circumstances that we are all, in some ways, a part of (4). 

 

Robert Smith (2001), in his essay on “The Mind of the Terrorist,” presents his perceptions of 

the components of terrorist thinking. They do not value others or themselves intrinsically (lack 

empathy) and, therefore, see nothing wrong with killing others – especially others different from 

themselves. In fact, it is good to do so. They identify with the organization and blindly follow, 

deriving their only sense of self from the group. 

- Corporate misconduct. In the United States, we have experienced a long series of corporate 

scandals including WorldCom, Enron, Arthur Anderson, Bear Sterns, Lehman Brothers, AIG, and 

Bernie Madoff, to name a few. The result of the behaviors of people in some of these organizations 
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was, at least in part, responsible for the recession of 2008, which affected markets worldwide. 

Herein are examples of my “triad of evil” – unchecked greed, ego, and power. Once again we have 

behavior which disregards its impact on others – lack of empathy – in favor of personal gain. The 

actions of employees in these companies was governed by the standards of behavior they saw at 

work – not by the eloquent Codes of Ethics statements, such as Enron’s, which was 64 pages 

(2006). Quite likely we can produce a list of corporations abusing the environment without regard 

to consequences. 

 

In all these instances, we see lack of intrinsic value sensitivity in all dimensions. 

 

6. Summary 

 

To summarize, evil is characterized by a mind-set which disregards the value and values of others. 

It may be manifested in behavior which is purposely cruel and malicious and which inflicts pain 

directly, or it may be manifested in behavior that causes harm to others or to the world in which 

we live, without the direct physical violence (i.e. destroying people’s lives financially, or 

exploiting resources in a way which causes environmental degradation). Either case reflects a 

diminished capacity to value intrinsically in all dimensions.  

Returning to the question of disvaluations on the Formal Axiological hierarchy, is there a point 

in the descent from a systemic value disvalued systemically (e.g. “nonsense” on the standard 

Hartman Value Profile) to an intrinsic value disvalued intrinsically (“torture”) which crosses the 

line from being “bad” to “moral evil”? In my thinking, I sub E (slavery), S sub I (burn a heretic), 

E sub I (blow up an airliner), and I sub I (torture) all may qualify – realizing that any of these 

disvaluations could be committed without being evil. For example, a person could kill someone (I 

sub I) in self defense, accidentally, or even impulsively as a “crime of passion” and it would not 

meet the specifications discussed here to qualify as evil. Even the law recognizes different 

categories of murder, from first degree to involuntary manslaughter. What about the disvaluations 

from S sub S through I sub S. I am unsure! All of this needs our collective thinking. 

 

7. Conclusions 

 

What to do?? How can we work toward Dr. Hartman’s quest to organize good? I do believe there 

is hope! There are arenas in which positive impacts can occur that can contribute to helping 

counteract the “bad” and “evil” in our world. 

Many demonstrations in business and educational settings show that the power of Formal 

Axiology can make a difference – decision-making can be improved, ethical behavior can be 

learned, value sensitivities can be sharpened, and empathic responses can be heightened. 

Fundamentally, this is an affirmation that people are capable of making positive changes in their 

lives. 

Organizations emulate the culture created by their leadership. The Ethics Resource Center 

(2009) stated in the conclusion of a national business survey:  

 

Lead by example; talk the talk and walk the walk. Senior leaders have the greatest 

impact on their companies’ cultures and should take advantage of the opportunity it 

presents. By keeping employees informed, living up to promises and commitment to ethics 
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and setting a good example, they can have a profound impact on their companies’ cultures 

and ethical health (13). 

 

This statement, of course, refers to any kind of organization – the military, the U.S 

Government, the U.S. Congress, police departments, and business entities. We need to demand the 

end to unethical cultures of all kinds and promote applied Formal Axiology wherever we can. 

Neuroscience may eventually offer some interventions for those who have deficits in the 

“empathy circuit” and/or the “social cognition” brain area that will contribute to reducing “bad” 

(and potentially “evil”) behaviors. 

Zimbardo (1999) says, in an address at the Holocaust Studies Center at Sonoma State 

University in California, about those who do evil:  

 

We must not make them our Enemies in the abstract, but monitor their ideas and actions 

in the concrete, and do all in our power to oppose their distorted values by promoting 

human understanding, compassion, and commitments that foster peace at home and 

abroad….the first step in preventing Genocide begins by promoting peace, love, and 

understanding in Your Minds and in mine. It is our first line of defense against Evil, and it 

is the source of strength we all need to resist the ever-present, pervasive, powerful forces 

in the world that would lure us across that Seductive Line to descend into the realm of the 

next generation of evil perpetrators (16). 

 

In closing, let me say that we must always proceed with caution. People are far too complex to 

submit to the stereotypes and descriptions discussed here. Not everyone who has a diminished 

capacity to value behaves evilly. The threats are real from the evils we experience, but the tendency 

is to be divisive and see “us” versus “them,” which interferes with moving toward any productive 

means of resolving issues. Part of our initiative here at this Institute is to make the world a better 

place, and who but you who are versed in the richness of Formal Axiology can respond as well in 

pondering how to address evil behavior and how to improve bad behavior. 
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Abstract 

 

This paper reports the results of an empirical study that made use of HVP scores from six 

convenience samples totaling more than 1,000 respondents, to determine whether respondents’ 

profiles as measured by the HVP support Hartman’s contention that it is easier to organize for evil 

than for good. Our findings are that, for the samples studied, respondents’ scores do not support 

Hartman’s assertion. We found a strong prevalence for the “good” rather than for evil across all 

six data samples using the HVP scales we analyzed.  

 

 

In his autobiography, Freedom to Live, Hartman described the personal journey that led him to 

devote his adult life to developing and refining the theory of formal axiology. He notes that during 

mailto:churst@westminstercollege.edu
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a particularly difficult time—it was 1933—he knew he must decide whether to stay in Germany 

or to flee the evil of the Third Reich. He wrote:  

 

Here in Hitler’s Germany, I concluded, is the very core of evil. Already he has taken over 

Germany. Something must be done to prevent him from taking over and poisoning the minds 

of all mankind. 

 I thought to myself, if evil can be organized so efficiently, why cannot good? Is there any 

reason for efficiency to be monopolized by the forces for evil in the world? Why is it so difficult 

to organize good? Why have good people in history never seemed to have had as much power 

as bad people? I decided I would try to find out why and devote my life to doing something 

about it. (32-33) 

 

Hartman at that moment resolved to leave the country of his birth for the reason, as he wrote, “In 

Nazi Germany I was a marked man and could do little or nothing” (33).  

 The Editor of this themed issue of the Journal of Formal Axiology challenged contributors to 

engage, as Hartman did, with these questions. Is Hartman right in concluding that it is easier for 

humankind to organize for evil than for good? If so, why? If not, why not?  

 The study of good and evil is a broad topic, and an age-old one. The topic of evil is addressed 

at length by Acquaviva and Ellis in their articles in this same issue. North, also in this issue, focus 

attention on one aspect of goodness, congruence between one’s inner and outer selves. In this 

article, we aim to fill in some of the gaps not addressed by these other contributors. In particular, 

we will focus attention on reporting empirically the habitual evaluative thought patterns of more 

than 1,000 people from six convenience samples to identify whether, indeed, these respondents 

exhibit tendencies to organize cognitively for evil or for good. 

 

1. Constraints of our Study 

 

It is our specific intention to reduce the conversational barriers between the theory of formal 

axiology, as expressed in words, and its foremost semiotic representation in terms of the hierarchy 

of values and valuations that are measured by the scales of the Hartman Value Profile (HVP). 

Doing so dictates that, for purposes of this essay, we constrain ourselves to that framework of the 

binomial structure of values and valuations as they are used in the construct and interpretation of 

the HVP. Third, fourth, and fifth order value combinations are certainly possible and may shed 

light on the subject of good and evil, but empirical tests of third and higher levels of combinations 

of values have not been developed. Thus, statistical analysis of such higher-order combinations is 

not possible today. So, this is not an arbitrary constraint; it is a purposeful one. One benefit of 

limiting our analysis to the use of the quantitative scales of the HVP is expressed by Hartman, “It 

is characteristic of mathematics to be both highly abstract and profoundly concrete; and it is this 

that gives it its efficiency in actual life” (1967, 29).  

 We will strive, whenever possible, to keep our terminology congruent with the Manual of 

Interpretation (Hartman, 2006). Doing so, we hope, will provide a common language by which a 

reader knowledgeable of the Manual can investigate, argue, or dispute our reasoning. This is often 

difficult, as axiologists have frequently expressed their findings from the HVP in divergent ways. 

Whenever we do differ from terminology of the Manual, we will explain the source and rationale 

for our usage.  
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2. An Introduction to Axiological Semiotics of the HVP 

 

We offer this section as an aid to the reader who may not yet be knowledgeable of the logic behind 

the construction of the HVP. According to the axioms of value, there are eighteen possible binary 

combinations of value and valuation of Hartman’s three categories of value concepts, the Intrinsic 

(I) , Extrinsic (E), and Systemic(S). In order of best to worst, (left to right) they are shown below: 

 

II, EI, SI, IE, IS, EE, ES, SE, SS, SS, ES, SE, EE, IS, IE, SI, EI, II 

 

 The base letter in this shorthand represents the object of value. The superscript or subscript 

denotes the method of valuing used by the valuing subject. Notice the importance of theI dimension 

in establishing this hierarchy of values and valuations. Intrinsic valuations (the I superscript) 

contribute more to the richness of a binary value combination than do any of the other base 

constructs. Second, the base I contributes more to richness than do the other two dimensions of 

valuation. Next in compositional importance comes the E, followed by the S. Compositional order, 

indicated by superscripts, is mirrored in the transpositional order, indicated by subscripts. Such 

annotations have become widely used among axiologists as a sort of shorthand, and they will be 

followed in this article. Subscripts are sometimes written by axiologists as sub as in E-sub-S. And 

superscripts are written as super as in E-super-S. This can become confusing because, in other 

contexts, when writing of over-valuation and under-valuation of each dimension, scores that refer 

to labels such as valence, bias, or emotional balance, the same verbal construct is sometimes used 

to express over- or under-valuation, such as DimE – or DimE sub.  

 In the profile, respondents are asked to sort a list of 18 words or phrases and to do so twice. 

The first set of 18 refer to how the respondent sees the world. Scores of a respondent’s world-view 

are often referred to as Part 1, or are simply designated as 1 as in DimE1. The second set refers to 

how the respondent sees himself or herself. Scores of a respondent’s self-view are often referred 

to as Part 2, or are simply designated as 2 as in DimE2.  

 This hierarchy of values in world-view, self-view, and comparisons of the two, reveals the 

underlying cognitive structure by which respondents to the HVP make value judgments. Its precise 

ordering of the hierarchy is what gives credence to Hartman’s claim that formal axiology is a 

formal science of value. For the reader interested in understanding the logic that establishes this 

order and the ongoing debates among axiologists as to the exact nature of this logic, see previous 

issues of this Journal, and also Hartman (1967), Edwards (1995), and Forrest (1994, 2001). The 

fixed nature of this hierarchy of value gives the HVP its claim to be a deductive, as contrasted to 

an inductive, assessment. A person’s own scores are calculated by comparing them to a theoretical 

ideal, but not as compared to some type of large sample norm, as is commonly done in inductive 

assessments of personality. Thus, if only one person in the world had ever taken the HVP, that 

person’s scores would be validly interpretable. Of course, further empirical validation can be done 

by statistically analyzing large samples of norms through empirical studies, as has been done by 

Pomeroy (2005), and in this issue of the Journal, by Acquaviva and North. Our goal in this paper 

is to contribute further to the advancement of empirical validation of uses of the HVP.  
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3. Research Methods 

 

To conduct an empirical inquiry into the validity of Hartman’s concern that evil tends to prevail, 

we analyzed HVP scores from six different samples, ranging in size from 26 to 500 each, for a 

total of slightly more than 1,000 respondents. We analyzed the RHO scores and Dis scores of each 

group. We compared respondents’ average Dim I and Dim S scores, as well as their tendencies to 

over-value or under-value the I and S dimensions. We analyzed respondents’ AI% scores. For each 

of these scales, we conducted analyses for both Parts 1 and 2, reflecting the world-views and self-

views of respondents. We explain our reasons for focusing on these scales in the paragraphs that 

follow. If evaluative proclivities towards evil do, in fact, prevail within our society, we expected 

this empirical analysis to provide supporting evidence of the prevalence of such proclivities in 

some of these scales or in some combination of these scales of the HVP.  

 To keep the scope of our current project manageable, we have limited the scope of our analysis 

to focus only on those standard HVP scales that Hartman indicated in his autobiography would be 

most likely in evidence if proclivities towards evil were widespread. Acquaviva and North, in this 

issue, show how the development of custom scales derived from standard HVP scores may provide 

additional insight that standard scales, alone, cannot produce.  

 

4. Results 

 

In this section, we report the results from our findings of our analyses of these selected scales from 

the HVP. We report our results in table format and also describe them verbally. Calculations of 

descriptive statistics of frequencies were done using IBM’s SPSS Statistics version 22. 

 

RHO Scores 

Hartman supposes that most people who respond to the HVP will score within 85% to 90% of the 

theoretical norm of formal axiology (Hartman, 1995, 122). He goes on to say that this gives 

credence to the theoretical validity of the construct of the instrument. As a consequence of 

Hartman’s assumption, we posit that if such an overwhelming majority of people’s value structures 

are this closely in alignment with the theory of formal axiology, it would be disingenuous to argue 

that it is more common to be evil than to be good. One way to test empirically whether most 

respondents score 85% to 90% in alignment with the theory of formal axiology is to analyze the 

mean and median Spearman’s Rank Order Correlation Coefficients from multiple samples of data. 

Spearman’s coefficient is usually abbreviated as a RHO Score. RHO Scores can range from -1.0 

to +1.0. Therefore, a RHO score of, say, +0.70 is 85% is in alignment with the theoretical norm of 

formal axiology. A RHO score of +.80 is 90% is in alignment, and a +.90 is 95% in alignment. 

The HVP reports RHO scores for the respondent’s world-view in Part 1 and the respondent’s self-

view in Part 2. Since the theory of formal axiology is a theory of good, then close alignment by a 

large sample of respondents should reveal the tendency towards good. A lack of alignment would 

support Hartman’s assertion that evil tends to prevail. This led us to the first question we aim to 

answer in this paper: 

 

Question One: Do the RHO scores from samples of six sets of data indicate that respondents’ 

scores are closely aligned with the theory of formal axiology or not? 
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  Table 1 shows the mean and median RHO 1 and RHO 2 scores for 6 datasets we have been 

able to analyze, as well as the number (N) of respondents in each data set. Hartman wrote that “in 

any large enough group the scores follow the normal frequency curve” (2006, 42). We have 

analyzed each of these data sets visually, and have applied the Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-

Wilk tests of normality to them. We found that they frequently fail to be sufficiently normally 

distributed to give us confidence in using the mean as the best measure of central tendency. 

Therefore, we report here both mean and median scores.  

 

Table 1. RHO Scores 

Category N RHO 1 RHO 2 

  Mean Median Mean Median 

College freshmen or sophomores 26 .875 .898 .775 .844 

Early-stage entrepreneurs 74 .889 .898 .846 .865 

Healthcare professionals/managers 500 .912 .924 .855 .867 

Senior managers  103 .861 .875 .862 .870 

Community leaders 45 .907 .914 .877 .880 

Community leaders 303 .902 .902 .852 .868 

 

The noticeably high levels of congruence between these RHO scores and the norm of the theory 

of formal axiology leads us to conclude that, at least for the sorts of populations represented in 

these data sets, people are much more cognitively organized for good than for evil. This conclusion 

does not support Hartman’s assertion in his autobiography, which prompted this special topic in 

this issue of this Journal. 

 

Distortions of Value 

Of all the indices measured by the HVP, the construct of the Dissimilarity (or Distortion) scores 

is, perhaps, the most straightforward. This scale is often abbreviated as the Dis score. Since, in 

each set of 18 words and phrases, 9 are positive and are called “compositions,” and 9 are negative 

and are called “transpositions,” the Dis score simply counts the number of times that a respondent 

ranks something that is axiologically a transposition as a composition or a composition as a 

transposition. In other words, it is a count of how many times the respondent rates something good 

as bad or something bad as good. Because it is a forced choice instrument, this happens in pairs. 

So, Distortion scores are always even numbers. A zero score means that there was no distortion. 

A score of 2 indicates that the respondent ranked one bad word or phrase as good and, hence, one 

good word or phrase as bad. A Dis score of 4 indicates that two pairs were treated in this manner, 

and so forth. The verbal rating assigned by Hartman in the Manual to the Distortion score is: 0 = 

Excellent; 2 = Good, 4 = Average, 6 = Very Poor, and ≥8 = Extremely Poor. A completely inverted 

score, where every composition was ranked as a transposition and every transposition as a 

composition, would have a Dis score of 18.  

 Illustration 1 gives examples of the ordering of one part of the profile, first with no distortion, 

then with two distortions, and finally, with six distortions. In this illustration, distortions are 

italicized and shown in red. 
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Illustration 1. 

II, EI, SI, IE, IS, EE, ES, SE, SS, SS, ES, SE, EE, IS, IE, SI, EI, II 

Rank ordering with no Distortions 

 

II, EI, SI, IE, SE IS, EE, ES, SE, SS, SS, ES, IS, EE, IS, IE, SI, EI, II 

Rank ordering with two Distortions 

 

II, E
I, SI, IE, SE, EE, ES, SE, SI, SS, ES, IS, EE, IS, IE, SS, EI, I

I 

Rank ordering with six Distortions 

 

 From this understanding of the Distortion score, it would appear intuitively obvious that a 

person whose world view is reflected by ranking slavery, blowing up airliners in flight, and 

torturing innocent people as good things, and babies, wedding rings, and love as nature all as bad 

things, may have such a distorted view of the world that it would be appropriate to conclude that 

this person is inclined towards evil. A person with such a large Dis score caused by these mis-

ranked elements (in this instance, a Dis1 score of ≥6) may be the classical sociopath of which Ellis 

writes. 

 However, is a Dis1 score of ≥6 enough to label a person as inclined towards evil? Not 

necessarily. What about the respondent who ranks a uniform, an assembly line, and a technical 

improvement as bad and nonsense, a fine, and a short-circuit as good? Such a person would also 

have a Dis1 score of 6. Yet, the distortions in judgment that are reflected by these rankings hardly 

seem deserving of the label evil. So, we must avoid jumping to conclusions about a score from a 

single scale on the HVP. The various dimension scores and integration scores, at the very least, 

must also be taken into account in order to distinguish degrees of badness between the two make-

believe respondents described above. These distinctions appear in the various Dimension scales, 

but not in the Dis scale. Distortions of I-related phrases are, by definition, larger distortions than 

are those of E- or S-related phrases. Therefore, I-related distortions, which indicate lack of 

empathy, are worse than E-related ones, which are worse than S-related ones. This is why some 

axiologists separate out and report the distortions within each value dimension in addition to 

reporting the total Dis score. Scoring instructions in the Manual of Interpretation do not specify 

that this be done, but Hartman does mention the benefits of doing so. On page 55 of the Manual, 

he refers to these Dis scales as Dimensional Dissimilarity scores. The computerized-scoring form 

that we use in our research is the Byrum Method, provided by HVP Insights. It does not calculate 

Dis scores for each dimension, only in the aggregate, so we are unable to report on distortion scores 

per dimension of value in this paper. Our second question, consequently, relates to Dis scores. 

 

Question Two: Do the average Dis scores of six sets of data indicate that respondents’ 

exhibit a large amount of value distortion in their judgment of right and wrong? 

 

 Table 2 shows the count of Dis scores of 0,2,4,6, 8, 10, and 12 and the percentage of 

respondents whose scores fall into each category for six different data sets of respondents to the 

HVP, according to various occupational categories. 
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Table 2.a Distortion Part 1 Scores 

Category N Distortion Scores Part 1 

  0 2 4 6 8 10 12 

College freshmen or sophomores 26 8 14 4 0 0 0 0 

Early-stage entrepreneurs 74 35 27 12 0 0 0 0 

Healthcare professionals/managers 500 345 135 16 3 0 1 0 

Senior managers  103 43 54 6 0 0 0 0 

Community leaders 45 25 19 1 0 0 0 0 

Community leaders 303 204 77 18 1 2 1 0 

Total Number 1051 660 326 57 4 2 2 0 

Percentage  63% 31% 5% .4% .2% .2% 0% 

 

Table 2.b Distortion Part 2 Scores 

Category N Distortion Scores Part 2 

  0 2 4 6 8 10 12 

College freshmen or sophomores 26 12 7 4 1 1 0 1 

Early-stage entrepreneurs 74 56 13 2 3 0 0 0 

Healthcare professionals/managers 500 429 58 11 2 0 0 0 

Senior managers  103 82 19 2 0 0 0 0 

Community leaders 45 39 6 0 0 0 0 0 

Community leaders 303 259 26 13 2 2 1 0 

Total Number 1051 877 129 32 8 3 1 1 

Percentage  83% 12% 3% .8% .3% .1% .1% 

 

 A review of Table 2 reveals that very poor distortion scores (6 or higher) are rare, indeed. 

Notice that, in these data sets, only 0.8% of respondents’ world-view scores, and only 1.3% of 

self-view scores show a very poor or extremely poor rating. Not one respondent, out of 1051, 

earned a Dis score of >12. Only one person out of a thousand scored a 12 and three out of a 

thousand scored a 10 in either part of the test. It would appear, therefore, from these data, that the 

prevalence of large amounts of valuational distortion among respondents is quite small, indeed. 

This again, argues against Hartman’s conclusion that it is easier to organize for evil than for good.  

 

Intrinsic vs. Systemic Valuations 

It is in his autobiography (1994) that Hartman argues most stridently that it is easier to organize 

for evil than for good. In that text, he does not describe his assertions specifically in terms of the 

HVP, but he does describe his reasoning using the general terminology of the theory of formal 

axiology. The essence of his argument, frequently repeated throughout his Chapter Five, is that 

war, defined by Hartman as organized evil, comes from a tendency to over-value systemic values 

at the cost of intrinsic values (33, 161, 165). He writes of the error of embracing Aristotelian 

thought over the message of Jesus. “It was Aristotle, who, 300 years before Christ, channeled 

human thought into the dangerous current in which Christian love was to drown—the 

overvaluation of systems or thought patterns and the undervaluation of human life” (167).  

 Hartman’s terminology prompted us to examine respondents’ Intrinsic Dimension scores (Dim 

I) relative to their Systemic dimension scores (Dim S) in both part 1 and part 2. This brings us to 

our third question.  
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Question Three: Do the respondents whose HVP scores we have analyzed in our research 

samples tend to have more strongly developed Dim S scores than they do Dim I scores in either 

Part 1 or Part 2 of the profile? If so, how big of a gap is required to be large enough to signify 

a likelihood to make value judgments in favor of systemic constructs at the detriment of the 

individuality of people? 

 

 Once again, for the samples sizes we are dealing with, the distribution of Dimension scores 

tends to be skewed; hence, we are reporting both the mean and median score of each.  

Notice that, in Table 3, Dimension scores are shown in a manner that is in accordance with the 

Manual of Interpretation. That is, lower-numbered scores are stronger (that is better, or more 

axiologically sound), than are higher-numbered scores. Dimension scores reflect the amount of 

deviation in a person’s responses from the theoretical norm of formal axiology for each of the I, 

E, and S dimensions. Here we analyze only the intrinsic and systemic scores, as these were the 

focus of Hartman’s attention in his autobiography. Ellis, in his article in this issue, makes the case 

that over-valuation of the Extrinsic at the expense of the Intrinsic can also lead to evil. Hartman 

mentions the same in the Manual, but he then emphasizes, “Very often… axiological astigmatism 

is due to systemicness. This overvaluation of systems is an ancient fallacy of human judgment” 

(234).  

 

Table 3. Comparison of DimI and DimS Scores 

  Part 1 Part 2 

Category N DimI DimS DimI DimS 

  Mean Median Mean Median Mean Median Mean Median 

College freshmen or 

sophomores 

26 10.85 10 13.23 11.5 14.27 12 15.96 15 

Early-stage 

entrepreneurs 

74 10.45 10 12.95 12.5 12.57 12 13.51 13 

Healthcare 

professionals/managers 

500 8.32 8 12.58 12 11.69 11 13.47 13 

Senior managers  103 10.25 10 14.44 14 10.26 10 13.31 13 

Community leaders 45 8.42 8 13.49 13 10.29 10 12.36 12 

Community leaders 303 8.73 8 12.89 12 11.57 11 13.60 14 

 

 Whether you compare the mean scores or the median scores, you will note that for each of the 

six sets of data, participants average Dim I Scores are stronger (i.e., lower) than are their Dim S 

scores. This is true for both Part 1 and Part 2. Participants in each sample also tend to have 

somewhat more strongly developed world-views than they do self-views. From the Manual of 

Interpretation (52) we see that the median Dim I Part 1 scores in the above samples range from 

Good to Very Good, while median Dim S Part 1 scores fall into the Average range. In Part 2, 

median Dim I scores are in the Average to Good ranges, while median Dim S scores are all in the 

Average range. In each of the six samples analyzed, respondents showed stronger development of 

intrinsic values than they do systemic values.  

 These samples, drawn from a convenience sample of professions, largely in the United States, 

in the first decades of the 21st century, do not support Hartman’s conclusions that systemic 

valuation prevails over intrinsic valuation in terms of the strength of judgment of these two modes 

of valuing.  
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Over-Valuations and Under-Valuations 

Hartman writes regularly in the Manual of Interpretation (44,234) about over-valuing and under-

valuing each of the I, E, and S dimensions. He often refers metaphorically to such tendencies as 

“axiological strabism” that are a component of “axiological astigmatism,” which together lead to 

poor “value vision” (2006). In particular, he describes the sort of evil that is exemplified by the 

modern militaristic nation-state as deriving from people’s tendencies to over-value the systemic 

while under-valuing the intrinsic dimension. How does an interpretation of HVP results help us in 

understanding the prevalence of this tendency? Two different scales of the HVP measure these 

tendencies towards under- or over-valuation.  

 

AI% 

In his instructions for manually scoring the HVP, Hartman instructs the scorer to tally the number 

of under-valuations and the number of over-valuations of each dimension, placing the totals in 

columns that are not labelled, but simply are marked “+” or “-“. The positives are summed and the 

negatives are summed. Then, the negative result is divided into the DIF score to yield the AI% 

score. In this part of the Manual, Hartman writes: “The A.I. percentage shows the positive or 

negative attitude of the testee toward the world or toward himself…The Attitude Index is a result 

of the testee’s over-or undervaluing the test items” (60). Only the sum of the negative attitude 

scores is used to calculate the AI%. This description of AI% led us to ask a fourth question. 

 

Question Four: Do the AI% scores of our samples of HVP respondents indicate such a negative 

attitude toward the world or toward oneself that this may be a sign of proclivities towards the 

prevalence of evil?  

 

 Our findings appear in Table 4.  

 

Table 4. AI% Scores 

  Part 1 Part 2 

Category N AI% Score AI% Score 

  Mean Median Mean Median 

College freshmen or sophomores 26 57.42 58 59.23 52.5 

Early-stage entrepreneurs 74 55.96 53.5 52.62 50 

Healthcare professionals/managers 500 52.83 50 51.44 50 

Senior managers 103 55.70 54 52.00 50 

Community leaders 45 53.44 50 50.60 50 

Community leaders 303 53.41 50 51.98 50 

 

 Verbal descriptions of AI% scores are found in page 60-B of the Manual. Scores of 50-53 are 

Excellent; 54-57 are Very Good, and 58-61 are Good. Median scores in Part 1 for 4 of the 6 samples 

in our data are Excellent, one set is Very Good, and the college students’ scores average a rating 

of Good. In Part 2, these all are in the Excellent range. Once again, results of our empirical analysis 

do not support Hartman’s assertion that it is difficult to organize for good.  

 

Supervaluations and Subvaluations 

Hartman does not make reference to over-valuations or under-valuations of each Dimension in the 

instructions for scoring the HVP. Only later in the Manual, when he describes how to interpret the 
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Axiogram, does Hartman elaborate on the importance of over-valuation and under-valuation in 

each of the three dimensions. In this part of the Manual, he refers to them as super-valuation and 

sub-valuation (123-126). A careful reading of these pages is warranted for any axiologist who 

wants to understand the importance of over-valuations and under-valuations. Hartman 

summarizes: “Clinically, subvaluation means lack of development of the capacity in question 

while supervaluation means over compensation: the capacity is overemphasized in order to 

overcompensate for some lack” (126). 

 Hartman describes the method for calculating a person’s net sub- or super-valuation of each 

Dimension in pages 123-126 of the Manual. He goes on to express this number as a percentage of 

the corresponding Dimension score. But, he does not provide a verbal scale by which to describe 

a person’s tendencies towards over- or under-valuation. Because of the importance of sub- and 

super-valuations, however, many Axiological Service Providers who have computerized their 

scoring models refer separately to the super-valuations and sub-valuations of each Dimension in 

their reports. The authors of this paper make use of Byrum’s method, which speaks of these 

tendencies as emotional balance. Other Axiological Service Providers refer to these as biases, 

emotional biases, or valences. In Table 5, we follow Byrum’s method, which indicates a balanced 

score as falling between -5 and +5, with 0 being perfectly balanced. Such scores Byrum labels as 

Strong Capacity. Between -6 to -14 or +6 to +14 Byrum states that there may be an issue to be 

noted that is, at least, worthy of discussion. Scores in this range are labelled as Moderate. And if 

a Dimension’s balance score is -15 or greater or +15 or greater, then this may present a challenge 

to the individual. Scores in this range are labelled as Less Strong.  

 This leads us to our fifth research question. 

 

Question Five: Do the sample of respondents whose HVP scores we have analyzed tend to 

over-value the Systemic dimension in either part 1 or 2 and/or to under-value the Intrinsic in 

either part 1 or 2? If so, how big of a gap is required to be large enough to signify a likelihood 

to demonstrably over-value the systemic dimension to the detriment of the individuality of 

people? 

 

 When it comes to these respondents’ emotional balance towards these dimensions, what do the 

ranges and the averages of these respondents scores tell us? Ranges from our data sets are shown 

in Table 5. Given the nature of this scale, measures of central tendency, both the mean and the 

median, tend towards a middle or balanced score. Therefore, we also show in Table 5 the minimum 

and maximum scores for these scales. Table 6 shows the percentage of those individuals whose 

scores in any of these four balance dimensions are greater than -14 or +14. 
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Table 5a. Over- and Under-Valuations of I and S Dimensions Part 1 

  Part 1 

Category N Balance of Intrinsic Balance of Systemic 

  Mean Median Min Max Mean Median Min Max 

College freshmen or 

sophomores 

26 -2.62 -2 -11 +4 -0.92 -1 -10 +7 

Early-stage 

entrepreneurs 

74 -3.12 -1.50 -25 +5 +1.43 +2 -9 +11 

Healthcare 

professionals/managers 

500 -0.39 0 -20 +7 +0.89 +1 -44 +16 

Senior managers  103 * * * * * * * * 

Community leaders 45 +0.24 +1 -12 +5 +0.56 +1 -8 +16 

Community leaders 303 -0.74 0 -31 +7 +0.69 +1 -38 +12 

 

 

 

Table 5b. Over-and Under-Valuations if I and S Dimensions Part 2 

  Part 2 

Category N Balance of Intrinsic Balance of Systemic 

  Mean  Median Min Max Mean Median Min Max 

College freshmen or 

sophomores 

26 -11.3 -8 -50 +1 +3.65 +5 -16 +16 

Early-stage 

entrepreneurs 

74 -8.43 -7.5 -23 +2 +7.30 +8.5 -15 +18 

Healthcare 

professionals/managers 

500 -7.27 -7 -25 +6 +7.95 +8 -21 +24 

Senior managers 103 * * * * * * * * 

Community leaders 45 -4.82 -4 -15 +3 +5.33 +6 -8 +19 

Community leaders 303 -7.18 -7 -49 +5 +7.81 +8 -25 +21 

 

*Due to differences in method of computerized scoring by the axiologist who provided us with 

scores for 103 senior managers, we are unable to convert the balance scores for that data set to the 

scales used for the other 4 sets of data. 

 

  Analysis of Table 5 indicates a slight tendency for respondents in these data sets to 

substantially negatively under-value the intrinsic worth of others and to positively over-value their 

systems view of the world. Also, this same tendency to under-value the intrinsic worth of oneself 

and to over-value the systemic dimension of oneself is evident. In Table 6, we note the percentage 

of respondents from each data set whose Balance scores are extreme. We define extreme as being 

a number larger than -14, which reflects an extreme under-valuation, or as a number larger than  

+14, which depicts an extreme over-valuation. 
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Table 6. Percentages of Extreme Balance Scores 

 Extreme Balance Scores 

(Expressed as % of respondents whose scores > -14 or >+14 for 

each data set) 

Category N Part 1 Part 2 

  Bal Intrinsic Bal Systemic Bal Intrinsic Bal Systemic 

Extreme Under or 

Over-valuation 

 - + - + - + - + 

College freshmen or 

sophomores 

26 0% 0% 0% 0% 26.9% 0% 3.8% 7.7% 

Early-stage 

entrepreneurs 

74 4.1% 0% 0% 0% 9.5% 0% 1.4% 16.2% 

Healthcare 

professionals/managers 

500 0.6% 0% 0.4% 0.2% 7.4% 0% 0.6% 18.0% 

Senior managers 103 * * * * * * * * 

Community leaders 45 0% 0% 0% 2.2% 2.2% 0% 0% 13.3% 

Community leaders 303 1.7% 0% 0.7% 0% 5.9% 0% 0.7% 13.2% 

 

   

 As can be seen, this table reveals that between 8% and 18% of the respondents in our data sets 

have extreme over-valuations of the Systemic Part 2. Extreme over-valuations in Part 1, however, 

would appear to be more indicative of what Hartman speaks of when he discusses the 

contemporary nation-state and its tendency to militarize. In the samples of respondents used in this 

research, three of the samples included no participants who extremely over-valued the Systemic 

in Part 1 and one sample had only 0.2% of respondents, while another had 2.2% of respondents 

who extremely over-valued the Systemic in Part 1. We surmise that over-valuations of the 

Systemic in Part 1 are what Hartman had in mind as “evil,” and if the above samples are 

representative of U.S. society as a whole, then we could conclude that this valuational tendency 

towards systemic over-valuation of the world exists in less than 2% of the population.  

 These samples from which our data are drawn may not be representative of the population, and 

they also may not be representative of groups within the population that are most subjected to 

systems that favor over-valuing of the systemic, as Ellis mentions in his article in this issue of the 

Journal. If other axiologists have HVP data from politicians, military personnel, police officers, 

or prison guards, it would be very interesting to see whether professionals in those careers tend to 

have systemic over-valuations in Part 1. If they show a substantially larger percentage of over-

valuers of the systemic dimension in Part 1, it would lend credence to Hartman’s argument that it 

is easier to organize for evil than for good. The evidence presented in this paper does not warrant 

support for Hartman’s argument.  

 

5.  Conclusion 

 

We have sought in this article to relate Hartman’s concerns about the ease by which civilizations 

can organize for evil to specific measures of the HVP. To do so, we analyzed six different samples 

of respondents, totaling slightly more than 1,000 people, to reveal, in terms of various HVP scales, 

whether deep-seated evaluative thought patterns of these respondents tend to reveal propensities 

toward evil or toward good. In none of the HVP measures we analyzed did tendencies towards evil 
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predominate within the value structures of our samples of respondents. Future analyses of data 

from career politicians, military personnel, police officers, and prison guards, or other careers 

where anecdotal empirical evidence that over-valuing of the systemic dimension occurs would 

shed additional light on this matter.  
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Abstract  

 

Can axiological testing distinguish between unprincipled individuals and others who are guided 

by morality? Only empirical scientific research can answer this beyond speculation. As socially 

acknowledged, felons or criminals are good examples of unprincipled, unethical, and unscrupulous 

individuals. This article summarizes results from over four years of testing in two separate studies, 

one comparing over three hundred probationers with non-felons, another comparing over seven 

hundred prison inmates with non-felons, within Tennessee state prisons. Both studies confirm that 

value testing can distinguish criminal from non-criminal personalities, that is, unprincipled and 

unethical from ethical individuals. Various sub-groups within the sampling were compared: male, 

female, and African-American offenders. None of these sub-groups were found to be different at 

a statistically significant level. Evidence gathered by value testing criminals strongly indicates that 

a complex combination of factors make up the labyrinthine-structure consciousness of unethical 

antisocial individuals. Among the various factors discovered to be dominant among the felons 

profiled are: a negative attitude, a lack of self-discipline, a tendency to break rules, a rigid self-

image, and a lack of empathy combined with an exploitive orientation. All of these increase the 

probability of antisocial or criminal behaviors given the proper circumstances. 

 

 
We desperately need to develop our sensitivity to evil… 

For we cannot overcome that which we don’t know.1 R. S. Hartman 
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Historical Background 

 

In the first issue of The Journal of Value Inquiry (1967), the essay, “Formal Axiology and The 

Measure of Value,” by Robert S. Hartman appeared. This essay abbreviated a more extensive 

exposition presented in Hartman’s book, The Structure of Value, which was published that same 

year.2 Much earlier, however, at the Tenth International Congress of Philosophy, 1948, he 

presented a germinal paper entitled “Is a Science of Ethics Possible?” Eleven years later, in 

Abraham Maslow’s book, New Knowledge in Human Values, Hartman’s essay, “The Science of 

Values,” appeared. In this essay he wrote that formal axiology “is the outline for the future science 

of moral humanity.”3 

 The concept of such a science was discussed much earlier by Ortega y Gasset, who advanced 

the claim that “Ethics or the science of values will be a system of apriori, self-evident truths similar 

to mathematics.”4 He also saw that “It is essential for every value to be positive or negative....when 

we have a clear intuition of any two we observe that one exceeds the other and is set above it, each 

remaining in a different rank.”5 Concerning Ortega’s insights on the science of values, Hartman 

wrote, “The insights of Ortega y Gasset are truly clairvoyant.”6 The ranking of a hierarchy of 

values is what Ortega intuited when he wrote, “This mysterious mental activity which we call 

‘preference’ proves that values constitute a strict hierarchy of fixed and immutable ranks.”7 

 Hartman formalized a science of values which can best be understood within a 

phenomenological context. Both Ortega and Hartman were influenced by Husserl. It was Husserl 

who said, “Formal logic may be extended to include a formal axiology.”8 

 Regardless of its history, a science is most persuasive when it publicly provides sound evidence 

that its explanations are not otiose but have a high degree of predictive power. It is by such publicly 

made explanations that new sciences succeed or fail. When such explanations are successful and 

are offered as evidence, it becomes awkward for anyone to object to, let alone obstruct, the science. 

Thus, the critics of the science of values and the science of ethics will find it difficult to deny the 

science when explanations are successful in having a high degree of predictive power. Hartman 

realized that his science had the potential to offer the predictive power of scientific explanations; 

but life did not offer him time to provide persuasive evidence to support his claim. In The Structure 

of Value, he acknowledged that he was only taking the first step in the direction of establishing a 

new science. 

 Understanding that the proof of a theory is in its successful application to the world, Hartman 

wrote that just “As the proof of the pudding is in the eating so the proof of value theory is in the 

application.”9 History contains numerous examples of speculative theories which were proven 

false. Though Hartman’s formal theory encompassed more than ethics, let us focus our attention 

on ethics and ask the question, What recent evidence is there to support Hartman’s quest for 

founding a science of ethics? If a science of ethics is possible, then such a science must minimally 

be capable of distinguishing ethical individuals from unethical individuals. It was precisely this 

task, distinguishing unethical individuals  from  ethical  individuals,  that was undertaken when 

Paul B. Lewin and I set out to profile criminals. We hope that our efforts offer additional steps 

toward the establishment of a science of ethics. 

 

Focusing On the Unscrupulous 
 

Not desiring to become involved in a semantic quagmire, an examination of the origin of the word 

“ethical” was examined. The term “unethical” leads us to unprincipled, which stems from the 

older but more direct term, “unscrupulous.” This means “not restrained by ideas of right and 
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wrong; having no moral principles.” It is one thing for armchair philosophers to debate 

speculatively and endlessly over the real meaning of “unethical;” but, it is another to involve 

ourselves in the social reality around us, which contains an affluence of unscrupulous individuals 

involved in criminal behaviors who are not convicted criminals. At least, most convicted criminals 

may be considered unscrupulous to some degree. 

 There are degrees of criminal behavior, just as there are degrees of unscrupulous persons and 

behaviors. Or, may we say that there are degrees of being restrained by ideas of right and wrong, 

and degrees of having moral principles. Recent research for The National Institute of Justice has 

revealed that a professional career burglar, on average, may commit more than one burglary each 

day of the year. By contrast, the casual burglar may only commit five burglaries yearly. 

Consequently, and more importantly, the research discovered that ninety percent of all crimes are 

committed by only ten percent of our criminal population. 
 

A Scale of Measurement/Value Testing 

 

If a science of ethics is possible, it should be able to measure the degree to which a person is 

unrestrained by moral principles. It should be able to develop a scale with highly principled on one 

end and highly unprincipled on the other end. In fact, a scale to measure such characteristics is 

being refined by researchers who are correctly applying the science of values. In the largest 

application of value testing to criminals ever done, the first scale of its kind was developed. 

 How does a science measure ethical character? Hartman developed an instrument – a value 

profile – which was originally called the “Hartman Value Inventory.” One may compare his first 

test to the first telescope invented by Hans Lippershey. While the telescope was employed to reveal 

the planets and stars, value testing purports to reveal those value characteristics of individuals that 

result from certain types of human behavior. Hartman clearly stated that the science of values can 

be applied to classes of persons such as insurance salesmen, and to the analysis of individual lives. 

In the Hartman Manual of Interpretation, he also discussed its application to delinquents and 

criminals. Just as continuous refinements were made to the first telescope, new value profiles have 

been developed both in Sweden by Dr. John Schildt, by myself in the United States, and perhaps 

by others. The changes made should facilitate the application of value testing and should more 

readily offer sound evidence to prove his theory. 

 Regardless of whether a test is theoretically based or empirically based, if it has useful 

scientific applications to our human world, then it must be empirically verified. Why? Scientific 

theories are not confirmed by insights alone but by scientific statistical methods. Hartman 

understood this. He wrote, “Eventually to understand ethics scientifically the same effort will have 

to be made as in the understanding of an exact science.”10 Scientific research is slow, tedious, and 

exhaustive. Sir Alexander Fleming worked twelve years before discovering penicillin, and 

numerous other examples exist within the history of science. Furthermore, as R. S. Hartman wrote 

in The Structure of Value, “A Science thus has a complex structure consisting of theory and 

practice of formal relations and material observations. The coordination of the two is, strictly 

speaking, the science.”11 

 In order to advance the science, empirical studies were undertaken to offer the most persuasive 

evidence possible, namely, a predictive validity study using the most appropriate and strongest 

statistical tests yet designed. 
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Value Testing Criminals 

 

To determine scientifically if there is a significant difference in the values between felony 

offenders and non-offenders we first tested two hundred and sixty three offenders on probation 

and two hundred and seventy six non-offenders. A formula was developed distinguishing the two 

groups; but, we knew that it had to be scientifically re-validated. So, we obtained permission to 

test the inmates in all the prisons in the state of Tennessee, both the women’s and men’s prisons; 

and nearly seven hundred offenders and four hundred non-offenders were administered the value 

questionnaire. In what sense can we argue that responses by criminals to a set of value statements 

indicate something basic about their behavior? To process and analyze the value questionnaires, I 

had to design the logical/mathematical program for my microcomputer. The complex 

logical/mathematical structure which enables the computer to respond to the input of commands 

is technically termed the algorithm. Now, just as the logical algorithm of a computer program 

controls the interpretation and processing of information and produces an output of information, 

analogously, the value structure of consciousness influences the interpretation and processing of 

information, thus effectively influencing the output of the behavior of the individual. 

 Recall that we are evaluating individuals who have had eighteen or more years to develop 

habits of consciousness and habits of behavior. “The human mind does what it knows,” Hartman 

once said. Life is always experienced within a set of circumstances, and decisions are forced within 

that set; if those decisions are indifferent, this leads to indecision. The value questionnaire is 

likewise a fixed set representing Hartman’s value hierarchy which is based on his value calculus. 

 Value testing forces the individual to consciously assign meaning to statements within a larger 

set of statements. The forced ranking of the statements, in order of personal preference, reveals the 

algorithmic structure of the individual’s consciousness. This is analogous to the 

logical/mathematical algorithm of the computer program. It reveals the subjective assignment of 

meaning, of value, which underlies all decisions. 

 Life is, after all, making decisions. As the axiologist Ortega y Gasset clearly stated, “Life is 

preoccupation and not only in moments which are difficult, but all the time; in essence it is no 

more than this, to be preoccupied.”12 When being forced to make value preferences (among a 

technical set of statements), what is revealed is what preoccupies the individual’s attention. Ortega 

also and rightly said, “Tell me what you pay attention to and I will tell you who you are.”13 Just as 

all information stored in our brains is colored by our experiences, our experiences are, in a very 

real sense, value loaded. Analogously, just as the law of associative memory connects ideas, 

concepts and experiences in tiny nerve cells called neurons, the value structure of consciousness 

connects nerve cells in our brains that are associated with values. Ortega’s statement is telling us 

that we pay attention to what we value, and what we value reveals who we are. We may as well 

say that there is a law of value memory which becomes embedded in the neuro-network of our 

brains. Thus, if your value preferences reveal that you are preoccupied with the same values as, 

say, a career criminal, then may we not conclude that you are criminally predisposed? No, not 

necessarily! Whether you ever commit a criminal act may well be dependent to a great extent upon 

the circumstances within your life and the decisions you personally make. However, we may 

conclude that you are unscrupulous from your value preferences that reveal those habits of 

consciousness directing your attention and influencing your behavior. Also, these value 

preferences correlate to an axiological algorithm, or to the value structure of consciousness. 

 The algorithmic structure of consciousness may more easily be understood as the value 

structure of consciousness, which is defined in terms of value characteristics. Value testing thus 
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primarily assesses the character of a person, and it has demonstrated that it has the ability to 

distinguish more principled social individuals from unprincipled unscrupulous individuals who are 

not restrained by ideas of right and wrong. 

 Thus, value testing diagnoses the degree to which an individual is restrained or unrestrained 

by moral principles. How or why an individual develops or acquires an unprincipled attitude 

toward life is beyond the scope of this paper; but that the unethical character can be diagnosed in 

terms of Hartman’s formal value theory is the point of this discussion. 
 

Hartman’s “Morally Good Person” 

 

Throughout the above discussion there is an implied contrast between unethical and ethical 

behavior. This leads us to a brief explanation of what Hartman thought it would mean for a person 

to be restrained by moral principles. His explanation is found throughout his writings, where he 

would often repeat the following message: “A morally good person is one who fulfills his own 

singular definition of himself, who is ... ‘genuine,’ ‘sincere,’ ‘honest,’ ‘has integrity,’ self-respect 

and so on – one who is who and what he is and does not pretend to be who and what he is not...”14 

 How does anyone fulfill one’s own singular definition? By accepting the infinity within 

oneself. How does one accept the infinity within? By accepting and embracing ones intrinsic self-

worth and the intrinsic self-worth of others, which results in empathic and creative behavior. Let 

us begin to answer this question indirectly by first examining how one refuses to accept the infinity 

within. Or, what are the behavioral differences when one denies the infinity within? Briefly the 

denial of one's intrinsic self-worth and the intrinsic self-worth of others results in insensitive, 

antisocial, and criminal behavior. Inevitably, by bringing attention to what is being denied, refused, 

or rejected, we will be developing a definition of Hartman’s understanding of what it means not to 

be a morally good person. In so doing,  we  will  discover  that,  for Hartman,  a morally good 

individual must actively choose (a value preference) his (Hartman’s) intrinsic self within himself 

and within others. 

 This act of choosing has both moral and practical consequences, and it reflects Kierkegaard’s 

influence on Hartman. Kierkegaard’s unethical individuals fail to make the choice to accept 

responsibility for their own personal histories. They are characterized as self-centered pleasure 

seekers, always striving to satisfy immediate needs. Living as children unable to grasp the future, 

they see others either as objects to be used to help satisfy their needs, or as obstacles preventing 

satisfaction. As they see others, they also see themselves, each being something definite with 

specific needs and specific patterns of behavior. They experience the immediacy of their own 

needs and live reacting to them with fixed patterns of behavior. Their attention concentrates on the 

practical things and situations that can be advantageously exploited to satisfy their needs. Their 

attention is constantly diverted away from the internal and upon the external, and this is what 

psychologist Karen Horney termed the “absence of any serious striving for achievement.” The 

unethical are compulsively drawn to focus their attention on the physical sensual aspects of their 

lives, and this continuous preoccupation makes a practical difference in their behavior. 

 In his essay, “Hartman’s Value Structure of Personality: Psychological Perspectives,” John 

Zweig reminds us that the practical difference in behavior results from “some kind of built in 

mistake in the personality.” This mistake hinders psychologists from making major changes in the 

personality. Zweig concludes, “Thus, the systemic self is conceptualized as a part of the personality 

at odds with the intrinsic self.”15 Zweig’s words lead us to think that there are selves within the 

personality struggling against one another. However, when the habit of valuing systematically 

dominates, there is little or no struggle between selves within consciousness.  
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 If the individual’s consciousness identifies primarily with a systemic self, then it does so rigidly 

and does not recognize anything at odds with it with which to struggle. By habit it has shut out 

other possibilities. Opening the door that leads to other possibilities requires a flexible and 

courageous attitude toward oneself. Perhaps unconsciously, one senses that the door to possibilities 

leads directly to the infinity within, to the unknown, and to the full acceptance of one’s own death. 

Perhaps the deep “fear and trembling” of which Kierkegaard wrote drives individuals to turn away 

in a denial of possibilities and in a refusal personally to accept death. What we find is a vivid 

contrast between individuals with an openness and acceptance of their intrinsic self, and those with 

a defiant obedience to a predominantly negative, closed self-image. What does predominantly 

negative mean? Let us clarify the meaning of “predominantly negative.” Axiologically it means a 

transpositional value, which is a disvalue, which is negative. More specifically it means that within 

the criminals labyrinthine-like structure of consciousness there exits habits of disvaluing positive 

values and habits of valuing negative values; and, while some non-criminals may do this to some 

degree, criminals do it at a percentage greater than two thirds. This is what I mean when describing 

the criminal personality as predominantly negative. “This is the case with F-types, for closed 

personality types are least receptive to influence and will resist change. Their values become 

habitual and behavior more predictable.”16 This denial of one’s intrinsic self, one’s spiritual self, 

has disturbing consequences. 

 In The Denial of Death, Ernest Becker’s Pulitzer Prize-winner book, he explains that the 

neurotic “fences himself off and becomes his own world (narcissism).”17 As a result, “The neurotic 

exhausts himself not only in self-preoccupations like hypochondriacal fears and all sorts of 

fantasies, but also in others ... He takes out his subjective problems on them.”18 This characterizes 

Kierkegaard’s shut-up individuals who refuse to accept the infinity within. They are “what we 

today call “unauthentic” persons, those who avoid developing their own uniqueness; they follow 

out the styles of automatic and uncritical living.”19 

 The shut-up individual lives behind a mask, and it is this masquerade which psychologists 

perceive as “the principle stumbling block to major changes in personality.”20 There is no doubt 

that if self-consciousness has developed a habit of rigidly defining itself, this habit is the principle 

stumbling block, preventing major changes in the behaviors of individuals. In Values, Violence 

and Our Future I identified them as F-types “because their character becomes hardened and 

inflexible like fossils, as do their habits of disvaluing and violating others.”21 However, our 

research on criminals profiled only forty five percent with Hartman’s systemic self-image. Their 

personalities were overwhelmingly negative with respect to others and organizations within the 

world. While the structure of their personalities showed a predominant negativity, the exception 

was a positive attitude toward extrinsic values within the world. We termed these two value 

characteristics materialistic preoccupation and a lack of empathy. The complexity of the factors 

involved resulted from the varieties of ways in which those criminals tested violated others. It 

would be a mistake to direct attention solely to the rigidly defined systemic-self at the masquerade, 

for this only reinforces the ‘stumbling block.’ The mask is a symptom and not a cause. Over fifty-

five percent of the criminals tested did not have a systemic self-image. Some persons with a 

systemic self-image have a positive attitude toward the world and others, and they do not display 

criminal behavior. We found that the habit of disvaluing and violating people is embedded in the 

negative labyrinthine-structure of consciousness, of F-types; and this overwhelming negativity is 

one crucial aspect which distinguishes F-types from persons only with a dominant systemic self-

image. The replacement of one mask by another is all that can be accomplished when this type of 

consciousness is informed that it is defining itself too rigidly, or the world too negatively, resulting 
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in neurotic or antisocial behavior. For example, a patient may learn how to act, to behave, and 

wear a mask acceptable to the psychologist. Analogously, in the case of the incarcerated criminal, 

a convict may learn how to act, to behave, and wear an appropriate or acceptable mask before the 

parole board in order to influence their decisions. Criminologists term this learning “poise.” 

 It is when the dominant habit of valuing is systemic that the systemic self dominates and 

prevents permanent changes in behavior, however temporary changes can be adopted by a rigid 

systemic-self, such as when criminals act before a parole board. Systemic valuing is the black or 

white valuation of things, the simplest kind of valuation there is. It is evaluating life and one’s self 

in terms of only either/or. Either one’s actions are perfectly in line with one’s self-image, or they 

are wrong. One’s actions are always harshly judged right or wrong in relation to a rigidly defined 

self-image, and all actions are judged absolutely. However, within the labyrinthine structure of 

consciousness, where negative values are valued positively and positive values are valued 

negatively, justification for altering one’s personality to acquire a goal is readily available; and 

seen as right. A common example is observed in lying. Liars easily adjust the truth to get what 

they want, which is analogous to criminals acting before parole boards; their poise is a form of 

lying. After all, lying to someone to acquire an objective is exploiting them; manipulating them 

disvalues them. 

 Thus, there is a practical difference, a difference in behavior. When consciousness develops 

an attitude that refuses to accept the infinity within, then various types and degrees of negative 

behavior result. Unethical and antisocial behaviors are among these many negative types. Consider 

the example of a young burglar who told a probation official that he selectively avoided stealing 

items that he thought had sentimental value to homeowners. Consider the rapist who believes that 

he is doing a good deed by not killing the victim he has just violated.  

 Within the labyrinthine-structure of the consciousness of these individuals are private shut-up 

standards to live by. They have their own private sets of values by which they judge their own 

behavior. Paroled burglars are fully conscious that they are acting antisocially with disregard for 

others. By forcibly entering homes, they remind us that their behavior is not influenced by social 

standards, nor deterred by law, nor swayed by an ethical conscience. No, instead, their behavior is 

directly influenced by their own private set of values found within the labyrinthine-structure of 

their consciousness. 

 In The Criminal Personality, Yochelson and Samenow describe true criminals as perpetual 

liars, strongly affected by a fear of death. Like Karen Horney’s arrogant-vindictive type, they have 

their own standards and will not accept criticism from others. They are their own judges and will 

erupt violently whenever criticized by others.22 “Any criticism, no matter how seriously or 

conscientiously given is, eo ipso, felt as a hostile attack. And because of their need to choke off 

any doubts about themselves, they tend not to examine criticism but to focus primarily on warding 

it off in this way or that.”23 Criminals may live in unreality, but their fantasy world is not what 

determines their unethical and antisocial behavior. Neither imagination, nor creativity, nor 

nonconformity determines criminality. These characteristics exist within both criminals and non-

criminals. While creative artists may be non-conforming individuals seriously striving to achieve, 

criminals, like Horney’s neurotics, are recusant and lack this characteristic. This basic lack results 

from their inability to grasp the future, combined with their excessive preoccupation with 

materialism, which is characteristic of Kierkegaard’s unethical individuals.  

 The inability of criminals to postpone immediate desires and needs, combined with their lack 

of empathic sensitivity toward others, characterizes them as spoiled children. Their inherent 

disregard for the future is extensively documented. Yochelson and Samenow explain that their 
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narrow focus on the immediacy of their concrete surroundings fragments their understanding of 

time and their own lives. Such fragmentation makes criminals refuse to defer gratification and 

“instancy colors even the smallest objectives.”24 Criminals therefore live as children in the 

immediacy and concreteness of their experiences. Like spoiled children, criminals want what they 

want without doing the work to obtain what they want. Unlike those planning professional careers, 

where skills must be learned at the expense of time and by sacrificing immediate hedonistic needs, 

criminals are unable abstractly to conceive the future, as well as other meaningful relations. “The 

criminal fails to meaningfully develop an understanding of such concepts as integrity, obligation, 

trust, home, or family.”25 Though the criminal sporadically reads and may even quote ethical 

principles, “if one listens carefully, it becomes apparent that the criminal does not really grasp the 

meaning on a conceptual basis.”26 Illiterate criminals will fake integrity and often speak in such a 

manner as to appear to conceptualize. Nevertheless, their narrow focus is upon the immediacy of 

their concrete physical surroundings and instancy pervades a criminal’s thinking; “He wants the 

achievement without the work.”27 

 Unethical individuals reject the infinity within and the uniqueness of themselves and others. 

Hartman continuously emphasized that axiologically human beings are actual infinities. He also 

said that individuals must choose to become the unique infinity they potentially are. Value testing 

minimally reveals the degree to which individuals have either accepted or refused to value the 

uniqueness or intrinsic-ness of themselves, others, and the world. This is not mere speculation; it 

has been found in the value testing of criminals. The chart below compares the felons with the 

non-felons in the study and shows degrees to which individuals share the same value 

characteristics as felons. On the left of the bar-graph the numbers represent percentages of 

individuals, from 0% to 90% scoring within each of the nine ranges. Each of the nine ranges from 

.4 or less to 6.8 and greater represents increasing characteristics representative of criminal 

personalities. The higher the score the greater is the probability of criminal behavior. A numerical 

weight was assigned to an individual, if the individual had one of the value characteristic which 

was dominant among the felons tested. For example, one of the dominant value characteristics 

among felons was a systemic self-image; but, that closed, shut-up self-image was combined with 

a negative attitude toward other people and organizations in the world. In Hartman’s terminology, 

the systemic self-image dominates, and intrinsic and systemic values in the world are 67% or 

greater negative. For each one of the sixteen value characteristic similar to the felons tested 

additional numerical weight was assigned. In the first column on the left, the odds are nearly 90% 

that individuals with scores .4 or less will not behave in unethical or antisocial ways similar to the 

felons tested. On the right, the odds are nearly 90% that individuals with scores greater than 6.8 

will act in unethical antisocial ways similar to the felons tested. In the graph below, if the score 

increases, then the likelihood of having values like the criminals tested increases. In an effort to 

emphasize the positive, Paul Lewin and I called this the “Integrity Index.”28 
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Concluding Remarks 
 

Only empirically verified scientific research will advance value testing beyond theoretical 

speculations. No analysis of inner selves at odds with one another, or of world/self –immaturity, 

will offer evidence of unprincipled antisocial individuals. Such interpretations are unscientific 

oversimplifications and fail to take into account the phenomenological foundation of Hartman’s 

formal theory of values. The best analyses will be found in the unity and interdynamics of all the 

value dimensions. Like phenomenology, the focal point of the science of values, formal axiology, 

is the Lebenswelt (life world) as constituted by intentional consciousness.  

 Fundamentally, the assessment of unethical character is best understood by a comprehensive 

analysis of the interdynamics between balance/imbalance and value/disvalue. As a person’s clarity 

of discriminating values decreases, obscurity increases, and the tendency to act only in reference 

to one’s own arbitrary set of norms increases. The probability of unethical antisocial behavior 

increases as imbalance increases. Furthermore, the likelihood of unethical behavior increases if 

the more rigid, systemic self-image is focused upon to a greater degree; but it cannot be considered 

the major cause. Though the degree of valuational imbalance is significantly different among 

different value structures, and though the greatest imbalance is found among those valuing 

systemic self-images, excessive imbalance and/or negativity among other value types also leads to 

unethical antisocial behavior. This has been confirmed by value testing criminals.  

 The evidence gathered by value testing criminals strongly indicates that a complex 

combination of factors make up the labyrinthine-structure of consciousness of unethical antisocial 

individuals. An indication of this complexity is that the formula used in our statistical study to 

distinguish ethical from unethical individuals contained fifty-three digits. Nonparametric testing 

is best suited for analyzing data that can only be rated or ranked. “Aiming to exceed the .05 level 

of statistical significance, the formula in most cases was often found to be statistically significant 

above the .01 level and often above the .001 level using the Kruskal-Wallis nonparametric H 

test…this means that the odds are 1 in 100 or 1 in 1000 that the results would be different if the 

research was repeated.”29 

 In that study various value characteristics were discovered to be dominant among the felons 

profiled. Some of these are: an overwhelming negativity, a materialistic preoccupation, a deep 
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lack of empathy, a dependency orientation, a lack of self-discipline, and a rigid self-image. All of 

these increase the probability of criminal antisocial behaviors, given the proper circumstances. 

Furthermore, the research “showed no statistical difference in the values of criminal women and 

men.”30  

 Therefore, our convicted criminals represent a large population which, for the most part, may 

be considered to have acted other than as morally good persons, as Hartman would identified them. 

Some of the crimes committed by the felons tested were: armed robbery with a deadly weapon, 

murder, burglary, grand larceny, incest with a minor, aggravated rape, malicious 

stabbing/shooting, kidnapping a minor, sexual assault, aggravated sexual battery, and more. In 

Hartman’s sense, a convicted criminal has not accepted his intrinsic self, is not genuine, is 

insincere, and is dishonest. In his essay, “The Value Structure of Creativity,” Hartman wrote, “Man 

then, as made in the image of God, is a continuous process creating his self and his environment, 

a dynamic process which is potential for more than an actual.”31 He offers us an intrinsic idea: man 

made, as a dynamic living being with a potential to live in a continuous process of creating his self 

and his environment. To willfully refuse and willfully deny becoming open to this process of 

creating is an act of negating the intrinsic dimension of life; and this negating is observed in 

unscrupulous, antisocial and criminal behavior. In claiming that value testing can identify 

unprincipled antisocial individuals, we carry forth a dream expressed by Hartman over forty years 

ago, and we show that advances are being made within the science of ethics.  
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FROM THE ARCHIVES 
 

Rita Hartman on the Death of Robert S. Hartman 

 

Editorial Note: Robert S. Hartman died on Sept. 20, 1973. Ten days later, Rita Hartman wrote the 

following letter to John W. Davis, Head of the Philosophy Department at The University of 

Tennessee, Knoxville. This first letter explains the cause of Bob’s death. It and the second letter, 

next page, written on Nov. 9, 1973, express what Rita was thinking and feeling very shortly after 

his death. Several added words are in brackets. 

 

Sept. 30, 1973 

 

Dear John: 

 

 Bob has now been away from me—no us, for he really belonged not only to me, but all those, 

like you, who loved him and whom he loved, for 10 days & I am still as incredulous as the morning 

it happened. John—he just went away, slipped away. There was no struggle, no cramp—just a 

quiet slipping away of his precious life. It was a liver hemorrhage caused by the hepatic fibrosis 

which he had & which was incurable, although he was getting better with the help of cortisone, & 

the last 5 days of his life he could eat again & enjoy food to a certain degree, and although the 

doctor had warned me not to get my hopes up too high, naturally one was hopeful. This sickness 

started shortly after we came home, although [neither] we nor the doctors suspected this, for he 

was not a man who drank, as you know, and the liver was the last thing to think about. But the 

diagnosis was finally made. We were in constant touch with the greatest specialist in the U.S., Dr. 

Schaffner in New York Mt. Sinai, & he held out little hope, confirmed all findings & treatments 

as correct here, and only told us that in his 30 years of practice he had only had 6 cases of this 

disease which killed Bob. Although the liver has immense recuperative powers, this sickness 

apparently is hard to overcome. Cortisone would have to be taken for the rest of natural life and 

would ultimately affect the brain, something which would have been insufferable for Bob. 

 

 John, I know you must hurt inside, as I do, as many do. He loved you, I know, as he told me. 

He always said that you had an unfailing moral gyroscope built into your soul and that it helped 

you to always see the heart of the matter and make the right decision. His trust in your “gyroscope” 

was limitless, & he transferred it to me. You are his intellectual heir—he wrote it down. This 

should comfort you a little & make you realize that although his leaving us is an irreplaceable loss, 

we must go on & realize the potentials of his legacy. There is no doubt in my mind that I shall 

have to do what I can to try & get out the papers, articles, & thoughts which he left. It is an immense 

task, and it frightens me, but this is a responsibility I recognize clearly & one I shall try to fulfill, 

and you must help me. How we shall go about this, I don’t know yet, that is in the future. At the 

moment I am so busy—and so unable—with getting all formalities, which contrary to the 

beginning of life, at the end of it entails, that my head is spinning, for it grasps nothing or very 

little of all these things. I am still stressed and cannot believe that Bob left—for this is what he 

did—he left literally. You were here for a week, & he helped immeasurably to point my immediate 

activities in the right direction, so that I won’t make mistakes. We have many & good & loyal 

friends who have been and are a great help & to whom I can turn when I am at the end of my rope 

concerning those mundane things. He had so little time, for he had to earn a living for his family. 
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He tried to get all in order, as far as he could—also for his own concern about me. I am following 

his directions, which he wrote down & hope I do the right things. 

 

 I want to stay here [in Cuernavaca, MX]. This is home. He is buried here, his books, his works, 

his spirit is here. But remember this, it is your home as well. Whenever you can, whenever you 

want to—come, work, think—just be. 

 

All my love, 

 

Your Rita. 

 

 

Editorial Note: What follows was selected from a letter written by Rita to John Davis a little over 

a week later, on Nov. 9, 1973. One major result of their collaboration after Robert Hartman’s 

death was her gift of all of his papers and manuscripts to the Special Collections Library of the 

University of Tennessee, where they are now housed. Another was the formation of the Robert S. 

Hartman Institute by Rita Hartman, John W. Davis, David Mefford, and Linda Laws in 1976-77. 

 

The end of life is so utterly abrupt. And so incredibly final. I can stand the pain of losing the 

companion of my life for 37 years. I can comprehend that the life I helped to build has reached 

and end, but what overwhelms me and hurts more than anything else is to see the abundance of 

unfinished publication lying fallow. I am almost obsessed with the idea that somehow this must 

be utilized, it must go on, it must be used. There are few people who understand what it means to 

see such creativity cut off at the prime of a philosopher’s career, if I may say so. I often said that 

philosophy was a demanding mistress, and one I cannot compete with. And this mistress has 

become more demanding than ever. So, dear John, I am sure it will help to have you here, talk 

about what we should do with this mistress, and act on it. I am trying to see to it that Jan also is 

here when you come. Then we can decide exactly. 

 

 No, I am neither depressed nor morose—sad yes, sorrowful naturally, but I also realize that I 

must be grateful for 37 years of constructive living, of learning a great deal, and of marvelous 

memories which Bob and I made together and which I hoped we could feed on, when in our dotage. 

Now I have to feed on them alone, which is O.K. If others can do it, so can I. And then we have 

Jan [their son], who is a prince of a person, warm, loving, concerned, understanding and intelligent, 

and full of kindness. He too has to go through his own little emotional battleground these days, but 

he will become a better person for it. 

 

Lots of the best to you, 

 

Rita 



 

FUNDAMENTAL TERMS IN ETHICS 

 

Robert S. Hartman 

 

Editorial Note: Robert S. Hartman’s note at the bottom of the first page of his manuscript of this 

article said that it was forthcoming in The Encyclopedia of Relevant Knowledge, New York. 

However, the Editors have found no evidence that this Encyclopedia was ever published. Many of 

the theorists mentioned by Hartman were still living when he wrote this, so the dates of their deaths 

have been supplied by the Editors. Judging by such dates and by the latest years of books listed in 

the “References for Further Study” at the end, this article appears to have been finalized around 

1970. His “Research Report” for 1968-69 projected its completion by the summer of 1969. 

Hartman wrote this in the era before we became sensitized to the adverse effects of “sexist” 

language, but we have left his references to “man,” “him,” “his,” etc. unchanged. 

 

ROBERT S. HARTMAN, Ph.D., creator of Formal Axiology, was Research Professor of 

Philosophy at the University of Tennessee, Knoxville, and at the National University of Mexico, 

Mexico City when he died on September 20, 1973. He was born in Berlin on January 27, 1910. 

He escaped from Hitler’s Germany on a false passport in the name of “Robert Hartman” in 1932. 

After receiving his Ph.D. in Philosophy from Northwestern University in 1946, he taught at several 

universities in the United States, then in Mexico. He joined the Philosophy faculty of the 

University of Tennessee in 1968. He published many articles and books, his major work being The 

Structure of Value, 1967. 

 

Abstract 
 

This essay is an excellent review of the high points of ethical concepts and theories up to the time 

it was written. It ranges from the Pre-Socratics through the middle of the 20th Century. 

 

 

Ethics deals with what is good in, and for, man. What is good in, and for, man may not be good 

in, and for, something else, say rats; hence goodness for man is a specific kind of goodness. It must 

be distinguished from goodness in general. In the history of philosophy, after Plato and Aristotle, 

these two kinds of goodness, specific and general, have been confused. They have been clearly 

distinguished only in recent philosophy, where the former is called ethical or moral goodness, the 

latter axiological goodness (from Greek, axios, meaning Valuable). Both kinds of goodness are 

understood as species of value. Ethical or moral goodness will be examined here. It must be 

understood that the problems of Ethics cannot be solved unless the axiological nature of good is 

clarified. In other words, one cannot determine with clarity what is the specific kind of goodness 

that Ethics deals with, namely human goodness and goodness for man, unless one knows what 

Goodness is in general. Without the axiological superstructure the theories of ethics stand by 

themselves without interconnection, like the columns of a temple which lacks a roof. The roof is 

Axiology or Value Theory. In an essay on Ethics one has to put up therefore, with a certain arbitrary 

ordering of ethical theories. These theories have arisen historically, without systematic 

interconnection, from abstractions certain thinkers have made when they considered human life 

and society. 
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There are many ethical theories, each of them describing moral situations in terms of certain 

basic concepts, different for the various ethical philosophers. Ethics is not, as are physics or 

chemistry, the application of one universal frame of reference. All exact natural science is an 

application of mathematics. The frame of reference to be applied to ethics would be an axiology 

as exact as mathematics but applicable to qualities rather than quantities. 

Ethical theories deal with moral (or immoral) situations either directly or indirectly. In the first 

case, they discuss the moral situation in terms of its constituents, either the person acting in the 

situation, the moral agent, or his environment, the situation itself. Such ethical theories are called 

material ethics. Those which find the moral characteristic in the agent are called (material) 

subjective ethics and those which find it in the environment are called (material) objective ethics. 

The second kind of ethics, which deals with the moral situation indirectly, does so in terms of some 

concept or conceptual pattern found in the situation. Such patterns are formal, and such ethics are 

called formal ethics. Finally, there are those theories which do not deal with moral or immoral 

situations but with ethics itself. These are metaethical theories. We thus have the following 

divisions of ethical theories. I. Material Ethics, (l) subjective (2) objective; II. Formal Ethics, III. 

Metaethics. 

Running through this spectrum of ethical theories are the problems of ethics. Each theory deals 

with them in its own terms; and the success of a theory depends on how thoroughly and adequately 

it deals with these problems. Unfortunately, it cannot be said, so far, that any one ethical theory 

has been wholly successful. Rather, each ethical theory may be said to contain one fragment of 

moral truth. The reason is the unscientific nature of ethical theories. The phenomena of ethics have 

not yet been broken down into their elements, as have those of nature; and therefore no precision 

of ethical terms has yet been achieved. Thus, when an ethical theory speaks of moral obligation, 

of conscience, of freedom or even of man, none of the terms has been defined precisely enough to 

be unequivocally determined. There are no precise and universally accepted standards for the 

moral life; and therefore this life is as confused as it is. The great work of scientific precision has 

still to be done in ethics. This task, again, presupposes the elaboration of axiology. 

The undefined words of ethics - freedom, justice, duty, love, honor, peace, happiness, etc. - are 

therefore dangerous for they can be interpreted to mean anything. The ethical scholar, as well as 

layman, must be suspicious of them, especially when they are used by dilettantes. Actually, all the 

great ideas of ethics have been misused for immoral ends, “The true believer makes war in the 

name of peace, and commits murder in the name of human happiness” (Senator Fulbright). There 

is no ethical theory that investigates this fundamental phenomenon of the misuse of moral ideas. 

To do so is again a meta-ethical or axiological task. For the lack of definition in ethics is, in the 

last instance, a lack of the ethical method. It is not known, as yet, what the specific method of 

ethical theory ought to be. To determine this is a main task of axiology. Until and unless it is 

fulfilled, Ethics is not strictly relevant knowledge. In the following list of some moral problems, 

as in the discussion of ethical theories, this fundamental flaw of ethics must be remembered. All 

the words used are largely undefined.  

The problems of ethics fall into two large divisions, those of individual, and those of collective 

or social ethics. Some of the former concern the nature of conscience, of moral obligation, of 

happiness, satisfaction, virtue, freedom, action, means, ends and the like. Some of the latter 

concern the nature justice, peace, egoism and altruism, love and hate, education, etc. Beside these 

ethical there are the metaethical problems, the most fundamental being whether and why the 

problems mentioned belong into ethics. Other metaethical problems are the relation between fact 

and value, the relation between value in general and moral value, the relation between value and 



 Fundamental Terms in Ethics 135 

goodness, the structure of ethical theories, that of moral judgments, of ethical definitions, the 

relation between ethical theory and moral action, between moral action and factual action, 

between the theory of value (axiology) and that of action (teleology), the justification of evil 

(theodicy) and others. All ethical theories agree that the moral problems arise because of man’s 

freedom of choice (things and animals have no moral problems) and that a person in an emergency 

situation (a foxhole, a burning airplane, any situation of violence) is not free and hence incapable 

of moral or immoral action. Such situations are amoral. They are always situations where a person 

is caught in a dilemma between two evils. Being thus deprived of free choice, he is deprived of his 

very humanity. Few ethics draw the conclusion, as they should, that it is a person’s duty to avoid 

getting caught in such situations. 

We shall now examine how ethical theories have dealt with some of the moral problems. We 

shall only touch on the meta-ethical problems which belong to Theory of Value (Axiology). 

 

I. MATERIAL ETHICS 

 

1. Subjective Ethical Theories  

 

These are theories which find the moral characteristic in the nature of the agent. They ask, What 

is it in the agent that makes him (or his behavior) moral? There is hardly an aspect of human 

personality that has not been called the seat of the moral. Philosophers have distinguished three 

great divisions of the personality: feeling, willing, thinking. As a result, subjective ethical theories 

have located the moral characteristic in feeling, in willing, in thinking, or in the personality as a 

whole. As to feeling, all kinds of feeling have been regarded as the seat of Good and Bad, but 

especially the feeling of Pleasure and Pain. Such theories are called Hedonism from Greek hedone, 

pleasure. Hedonistic theories may be divided into strong or individualistic and weak or 

collectivistic (universalistic) theories. In the former, the pleasure of the individual, in the latter, 

that of the collective is meant. The first are called hedonistic theories in the strict sense, the latter 

collectivistic hedonistic or utilitarian theories. According to the first, Good is what pleasures me. 

According to the latter Good is what pleasures the members of the human community. Among 

strict hedonists are Aristippus and Epicurus in antiquity, Niccolò Machiavelli and Thomas Hobbes 

in the Renaissance, Friedrich Nietzsche, Sigmund Freud, and Bertrand Russell in recent time. 

Representatives of collective hedonism or utilitarianism are Jeremy Bentham, J. S. Mill, and Henry 

Sidgwick in recent philosophy. 

The trouble with the hedonistic position is twofold. The first resides in the fundamental flaw 

of all ethical theory, the lack of definition. What is to be understood by “pleasure,” and what by 

“me,” the “person” who enjoys it? If sense pleasure is meant then, as Plato pointed out, it is too 

limited really to be pleasure, for the person is more than his senses. If it is intellectual pleasure, 

then it may not only run counter to sense pleasure but also merge with a higher order that is beyond 

pleasure. The second difficulty is methodological. Is pleasure the Good or a Good? If it is the 

Good, then to say “Pleasure is good” is senseless, for it means “The Good is good.” If pleasure is 

a good then to say that pleasure is good makes sense, but then the question remains as to what is 

the genus Good of which pleasure is a species. The English philosopher G. E. Moore (1873-1958) 

showed in 1900 that the hedonistic position is logically fallacious because it confuses the genus 

Good with one of its species. As one cannot define “fruit” by “an orange” so one cannot define, 

“good” as “pleasure.” Not all fruits are oranges, and not all goods are pleasures. Hedonism thus is 

a fallacious doctrine. Moore argued, however, axiologically rather than ethically. Moral good - 
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rather than good in general - may indeed have to do with human feeling and with pleasure in 

particular; but traditional hedonism is a doctrine much too crude to do justice to the nature of 

feeling and to examine with precision the relation of feeling to morality. Even modern and very 

subtle hedonistic works such as A. L. Hilliard’s, The Forms of Value, 1950 are unable to make this 

relation clear. The reason is that it cannot be made clear unless one finds a common denominator 

between the field to which pleasure belongs, namely psychology, and the field to which morality 

belongs, namely ethics. This presupposes again metaethics; furthermore, it presupposes 

metapsychology. It is Axiology which must fill both roles. The ultimate problem of hedonism thus 

is not ethical but axiological. 

(a) Individual Hedonism. Ancient hedonism expressed itself in two ways, a cruder and a more 

subtle form. The former was proposed by Aristippus of Cyrene in North Africa (ca. 435-355 B.C.) 

who for a time belonged to the circle of Socrates, and his own school, the Cyrenaics. They taught 

that virtue is the capacity for enjoyment, and it is achieved by the complete gratification of sensual 

desire. Yet, the Cyrenaic “crudeness,” being philosophical, was still refined. The wise man is the 

expert in enjoyment. He is not a glutton or a rogue, he savors his pleasures, controlling them rather 

than being controlled by them. The later Cyrenaics further refined the theory. Theodore the Atheist 

(4th Century A.D.) held that the highest good is enjoyment of wisdom and the greatest evil is 

sadness about madness. Anything opposed to human nature, truly understood, is evil, including 

even the city’s laws and its gods, which both serve only to constrain the unwise. To sacrifice 

oneself for either is evil. The home of the wise man is not a city, it is the world. 

While Cyrenaicism thus, in the course of the centuries, developed into something like 

rationalism, becoming a kind of atheistic stoicism, there was a parallel doctrine, started by Callicles 

and Thrasymachus, like Aristippus of the circle of Socrates, which developed through the ages 

with indeed maximal crudity. The laws, this doctrine held, are for the common people with limited 

desires. The strong need not, indeed ought not to limit their desires, and their strength grows as 

these grow. There is nothing more ignominious, indeed, evil than to be moderate. The mighty one 

ought not be hindered in the satisfaction of his tremendous desires. The only law for the strong is 

to satisfy himself. Tyranny, which is held to be the greatest injustice makes the one who practices 

it the most happy. The State thus becomes a means for the satisfaction of mighty desires. 

This doctrine grew powerful through the ages and is today behind the notion of national 

sovereignty. Its modern founder is Machiavelli (1469-1527). Machiavelli was concerned, though, 

not with man in general, but a species, political man, the man of power. The task of government 

is not to be good but to be efficient, that is, to grow to maximum power with minimum risk. Men 

are bad, and the Prince to top them must be the worst. Men are ungrateful, unreliable, untruthful, 

ungenerous, and unheroic. This fivefold moral lack of men the ruler must turn to his profit. He 

must manipulate them, exploit their weaknesses, emasculate their strengths, and liquidate those 

dangerous to his rule. When he must be cruel, he must be so quickly and thoroughly; when he must 

cause injury, he must do so overwhelmingly. The rulers of power are not immoral but amoral; they 

have nothing to do with morality but are exclusively concerned with the maintenance and increase 

of the State. The reason of this Prince is the “reason of state.” To introduce morality into affairs of 

state is a confusion that leads to weakness and ultimate fall. In Machiavelli’s view the Prince is 

the mechanic of Power. The state is his mechanism. This view was further developed by Hobbes 

(1588-1679). On the basis of Democritus’ atomism, Hobbes comes to conclusions diametrically 

opposed to those of the “laughing philosopher.” A man is a group of material particles in motion. 

The state, the great Leviathan, is an artificial man in which sovereignty is the soul, officers the 

joints, rewards and punishments the nerves, wealth its strength, safety its business, counselors its 
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memory, equity and law its reason and will, peace its health, sedition its sickness, and civil war its 

death. In a state of nature there is a war of every man against every man; homo homini lupus est, 

man is to man a wolf. To secure peace men make contracts establishing a sovereign who is a 

supreme ruler, who is not subject to civil law since by his will he creates law. He is almighty; his 

one obligation is to protect his subjects. As long as he has the power to do so no will can or ought 

to prevail against his. Once he loses power and/or fails to protect his subjects he may be 

legitimately overthrown. 

While Machiavelli and Hobbes grant the ruler the enjoyment of his power as part of the 

definition of the State, in a kind of scientific detachment from morality, Friedrich Nietzsche (1844-

1900) grants it to the Superman on moral grounds. He thus returns, in a way, to the hedonic 

doctrine of the ancients. Moral good is the Superman’s superabundant vitality. The Christian 

Gospel of meekness is the code of the slavish masses. True man, in order to live creatively, must 

turn conventional values upside down, in a transvaluation of values. The established values of 

society were invented by the weak in order to triumph over the strong. The common herd of the 

“far too many” exists only to the end that out of it as rare instances of fortune will rise the 

Superman. His will to power is the absolute value and supersedes the “autonomy of reason”. 

Sigmund Freud (1856-1939) builds a science of psychology on hedonic ethics, as Machiavelli one 

of statecraft, and Nietzsche one of joyous power. Men, says Freud, are ruled by the pleasure 

principle which dominates the operation of the mental apparatus from the start. 

Yet, in a world of suffering only transitory satisfactions are possible. To reduce happiness to 

the range of the possible is a problem of the economics of the individual’s libido. Man’s Ego 

operates between his normative power, the Superego, and his instinctual drive, the Id. The 

individual’s Superego is fashioned by the collective Superego which rules the relations between 

men. The individual Superego, by the severity of its commands and prohibitions, does not take 

into account the instinctual strength of the Id; and hence, for therapeutic purposes, this Superego 

may have to be opposed. A similar thing is true of the collective Superego. Man is to man a wolf. 

In order to restrain his rapacious desires the cultural Superego issues commands such as “Love thy 

neighbor” which, however, are as impossible to fulfill, as are those of the individual Superego. 

Hence, such commands cannot curb the human instinct of aggression and destruction. On the 

contrary, they challenge it to nihilistic opposition. 

The strong forms of individual hedonism thus constitute a powerful array of theories, which 

those who look for irresponsible satisfaction can use for ready rationalizations. The weaker forms 

of individual hedonism advocate more subtle forms of pleasure. They go back, as do the strong 

forms, to antiquity. Democritus of Abdera (460-371 B.C.), the “laughing philosopher,” taught that 

everything that happens is due to the motion of indivisible particles (atomoi) which also constitute 

the soul. Emotions are due to the influences of things, copies of which through the senses enter the 

soul. The highest good is happiness of soul, consisting of tranquility and serenity, and achieved by 

the control of desire and the harmony of life, which prevent the soul from being overwhelmed and 

pleasure from becoming displeasure. Democritus himself found “more pleasure discovering a 

geometric proof than in being the King of Persia.” Epicurus of Samos (341-270 B.C.) found in 

pleasure the standard of good, but he emphasized the superiority of intellectual over sensual 

pleasure. Pleasure is not emotion but on the contrary serenity, peace of soul, imperturbability 

(ataraxia), the absence of pain. The wise man is independent of the world; he overcomes it within 

himself by freeing himself from his own passions. He spends his time in aesthetic contemplation 

and philosophic conversation, away from the world’s turmoil. The Garden of Epicurus is one of 

the famous places of philosophy, together with Plato’s Academy, Aristotle’s Lyceum, and Zeno’s 
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Stoa. It is found again in the garden of Voltaire’s Candide. Modern hedonistic theories are less 

articulate, and less convinced and convincing, than those of the classics. Usually, they call pleasure 

the highest good for lack of finding some other definition. Thus Bertrand Russell (1872-1970) 

presented an ethics (with which he asserted to be dissatisfied) in which he defined ‘good’ as the 

satisfaction of desire, ‘better’ as the satisfaction of more or more intense desires, and desires 

compatible with other desires as better than those conflicting with others. We have here a transition 

to universalistic or utilitarian hedonism, with an emphasis on personal self-development. “True 

happiness for human beings is possible only to those who develop their godlike potentialities to 

the utmost.” 

Individual hedonism thus is a wide spectrum, containing contradictory theories, some 

advocating freedom from the state to enjoy privacy, others to use the state to bludgeon the masses, 

some advocating sensual pleasures to exhaustion, others intellectual refinement to godlike 

perfection. All agree in a certain conception of man: for Machiavelli—the Prince, for Hobbes—

the state and its sovereign, for Nietzsche—the superman, for Freud—the common man, should, if 

not indulge, at least give free reign to their desires in order not to be frustrated in nature’s design 

for them. 

(b) Universalistic Hedonism. Repelled by the consequences of extreme hedonism, but not 

disposed to give it up, universalistic hedonists such as Bentham, Mill, and others universalized the 

moral nature of pleasure, generalizing it in the greatest good of the greatest number, the utilitarian 

principle. David Hume (1711-1776) finds virtue in whatever gives a spectator the pleasing 

sentiment of approbation, and vice the opposite. It is not enlightened selfishness which brings 

about our approval but sympathy which makes us feel concerned for the public interest. The useful 

and the agreeable attract and please us, but it is the approval of these by the moral sentiment which 

constitutes them good. This has nothing to do with reason. What makes us approve are sympathy 

or public utility. Thus, benevolence is approved partly because of human sympathy and partly 

because of its social utility, but justice, humanity, friendship, integrity, and veracity are approved 

for their utility, and so is government. 

For Jeremy Bentham (1748-1832) the first principle of moral philosophy is the principle of 

utility; every man is morally obligated to promote the greatest happiness of the greatest number of 

persons. Good is happiness, happiness is pleasure, and the pleasure of all is a greater good than 

that of some. Self-interest is harmonious with, and culminates in, the interest of the group. Each 

person thus, in pursuit of his own happiness, ought to pursue the happiness of all. Good and evil 

intentions are measured by the pleasure or pain they lead to. These Bentham proposed to calculate 

by an hedonic calculus. 

John Stuart Mill (1806-1873) follows the doctrines of Bentham but introduces into the 

utilitarian calculus of pleasure a qualitative principle. Pleasures do not only differ quantitatively 

in intensity, duration, certainty, propinquity, fecundity, purity and extent but also in virtue. In some 

men the feeling of sympathy for others is so well developed that the individual’s happiness depends 

upon the wellbeing of his fellowmen. The pleasures of the intellect, of feeling and imagination, 

and of the moral sentiment are above those of mere sensation. It is better to be a human being 

dissatisfied than a pig satisfied. The principle of ethics is not utility, the prudence of enlightened 

selfishness, but the Golden Rule; do as you would be done by, love thy neighbor as thyself. The 

nature of man at his best is altruistic, not egoistic. Here, as we see, hedonism turns into its contrary. 

You pleasure yourself in the degree that you pleasure others. All hedonistic theories rest, in the 

last instance, on a certain view of the value of man. Unless this value is defined with precision and 

hence ethical relevance - again a task of axiology - not only hedonistic but also other kinds of 
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ethical theories as well turn out to contradict one another; and anyone may take his pick according 

to his own predilection. 

(c) Voluntarism. In voluntarism we have a similar development as in Hedonism, from the crude 

to the refined. Voluntaristic ethical theories find the seat of morality in the human will. In a way, 

all hedonistic theories are voluntaristic since they find the moral in various forms of satisfactions 

of desires, and desire is but one aspect of willing. But only Nietzsche dwells on this. Voluntaristic 

ethics does not deal with this or that desire but with the will itself; the ethical criterion is the 

structure of the will. Just as in the more subtle hedonist morality pleasure is not piggishly satisfied 

but nobly refined, so in the more subtle voluntaristic morality the will is not satisfied but cleansed; 

in St. Augustine by God, in Schopenhauer by the Idea, in Albert Schweitzer by Life. For 

Schopenhauer, the Will is the fundamental principle of all reality, for St. Augustine it is the 

fundamental nature of man whose free will enables him to choose between good and evil, for 

Schweitzer it is the principle of all life, the will-to-live. 

St. Augustine (345-430 B.C.) sees the essential nature of man in will. Man is free to will both 

good and evil. By himself he wills evil. He can will the good, that is God, only when touched by 

divine grace. God, in His infinite love, helps man to wring good from evil, that is, to perfect His 

own creation. For Evil is nothing but the negative of Good, the deprivation, the absence of good; 

it has no genuine existence in creation. It is, in man, corruption of the possibilities of his will. By 

faith this corruption is cured. Faith makes man understand the goodness of God’s creation and 

achieve his own salvation by partaking in God’s love. The virtues of the Greeks - Temperance, 

Fortitude, Justice, and Prudence - were nothing but splendid vices. In Augustine, all four are 

variations of the theme of Love: temperance is purity of love, fortitude strength of love, justice 

service to love, and prudence love’s wisdom of choices. 

Arthur Schopenhauer (1788-1860) is the philosopher of pessimism. The Will ruling the world 

is a blind impelling force, manifest in individuals as the will-to-live. Each individual attempts to 

fulfill its desires against those of all others and thus never fully satisfies its wants. On the other 

hand, if it does, it becomes bored. The world of man is a never-resting craving, oscillating between 

frustration and boredom, intense pain and insipid pleasure. The only possible escape from this 

dismal picture is to negate the will, to renounce desire, or to find temporary escape in art and 

science. In sympathy, where a moral will feels another’s hurt as its own and makes an effort to 

relieve pain, the beginning of conscience appears in Schopenhauer’s chaotic world. Schopenhauer, 

as so many thinkers with an upside down philosophy, does not see the rational pattern of the whole 

of phenomena, as does Albert Schweitzer (1875-1966). The basic element of his philosophy is also 

the will-to-live, but he draws the opposite conclusion from Schopenhauer’s. “I am life which wills 

to live.” Schweitzer finds that life outside a person is an extension of the life within him: “The 

more one knows of life around him the more he is compelled to be a part of it and the more he 

must accept responsibility for all creatures great and small. When a person realizes that all 

creatures are equally the concern of the creator he will know that he has won a right to his own 

place in the Universe. Existence will become harder for him in every respect than it would be if he 

lived for himself. But at the same time it will be richer, more beautiful, and happier. Instead of 

mere living it will become a real experience of life.” Reverence for life is the touchstone of 

Schweitzer’s ethics. While Schopenhauer lived a miserly life in two rooms of a boarding-house 

with his poodle Atman (World-Soul), to whom he left part of his fortune, Schweitzer gave his life 

to suffering humanity in the jungles of Africa. 

(d) Rationalism. The fourth great division of subjective ethical theories are those based on 

man’s rational capacity, his intelligence. Here we have what may be called the great tradition in 
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ethics, with Plato, Aristotle, and the Stoics in antiquity, the Christian scholastic philosophers in 

the Middle Ages, Renaissance ethical philosophy, and pragmatism today. Rationalism is the most 

natural ethics; for either the world makes sense or there is no ethics. If the world makes sense 

ethical thinking consists in finding its meaning for human life and following it. If it makes no 

sense, then no ethic is possible, for human life, as all else in the universe, would be chaos. The 

possibility of ethics thus implies that ethics is rational. This, in many variations, is the theme of 

rationalist ethics. 

 For Plato (427-347 B.C.) the only guarantee of reliable knowledge is the objective reality of 

Ideas. The Ideas, “laid up in heaven,” are the forms or archetypes of all concrete things. Their 

number is indefinite, their being is changeless and eternal, they are the ground of all that is. The 

supreme Idea is the Idea of the Good, whose function and place in the world of Ideas is analogous 

to that of the sun in the world of the sense; it is source, life-giver, final force, and pure purpose. 

All things, in order to be, must partake in the realm of Ideas. Each thing has its own Idea, which 

is its own characteristic good, its own virtue par excellence. The knife’s virtue is cutting, the hand’s 

is handling. Man’s virtue is to partake in the harmony of the ideal realm, the Idea of Good itself. 

His excellence is the harmony or health of the soul, secured when the rational part rules the other 

parts. The cardinal virtues are Justice, Temperance, Courage (or Fortitude), and Wisdom. The 

harmony of society depends on that of men, of everyone’s doing his own thing and being his true 

self. The harmony of society brings justice. The just man, provided he has knowledge, can rule 

both himself and others. As the ideal state, the Republic needs rulers, soldiers, and workers, each 

doing his own work, so the just man is one in whom the three elements of his nature, Reason, 

Feeling [or Decision], and Appetite, are harmonized. If, says Plato=s Socrates, the world were chaos 

“these muscles and bones of mine would have gone off long ago to Megara or Boeotia” through 

the open prison gates. But if the world is a rational cosmos then we have to attain a clear view of 

this reality and recognize, and realize, our role in the hierarchy of principles. 

Aristotle (384-322 B.C.) saw, like Plato, the universe as an ideal world, an interrelated organic 

system of forms. But unlike Plato he found each form in the thing itself rather than in a realm of 

Ideas; so that a thing becomes good by realizing its inherent - rather than transcendent - form. The 

good then is what all things aim at, namely, to realize in actuality the form that lies in them 

potentially. Such a form, as aimed at, is called an end (Greek telos), and the corresponding kind of 

ethic teleological. In this kind of ethics good is identified with end. Man’s highest good or end is 

the complete and habitual exercise of the function (form) that makes him a human being, the 

actualization of his potentialities, the bringing into existence his essential nature. This, rather than 

pleasure, is what Aristotle calls well-being or happiness (eudaimonia). Happiness is the realization 

of man=s essential nature. Since man is essentially a rational animal the good for man is activity of 

the soul in accordance with reason [or virtue]. To act in accordance with reason usually involves 

temperate choosing between the extremes of excess and deficiency of conduct (the mean). The 

virtue of courage, for example, is the mean between rashness and cowardice. Only in reason itself 

man need not be temperate; and in evil he cannot be, as in adultery or murder. Here reason does 

not speak. Where it speaks so clearly as to rule all our being, in the contemplative life, there we 

find our highest good and happiness. Reason thus is a power in man to which man, in various steps 

of sublimation, adjusts and develops his natural being. Thus Aristotle brings morality down to 

earth from Plato’s heaven but only in order to lift it up again to the contemplation of a divine reality 

which itself contemplates its own perfection (the unmoved mover who thinks only about thinking). 

Stoic philosophy, founded by Zeno of Kition on Cyprus in the 3rd century B.C., came into its 

own only in Rome. It saw the whole of nature as the work of divine reason and thus fits in well 
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with the Roman notion of natural law, based on the same all-pervading cosmic reason. Stoic ethics 

is rational ethics par excellence. Reason is sovereign reality. Man must participate consciously in 

the rational world order, surmounting in himself the chaos of passions and in self-control and 

detachment from random influences, rest serenely in himself. He must make the law of nature the 

law of his conduct and accept what fate decrees. Fate is the essential reason or nature of things. 

While Aristotle and Plato advocated moderation or control of the passions, Stoicism demands their 

utter repression, apathy, a life of reason sovereign and uncontested. Cicero (106-43 B.C.) 

developed the legal aspects of Stoicism. He opposed, as the Greeks had not, slavery as contrary to 

nature. The law he held, was founded is cosmic reason, not in local custom. “To think that our 

feeling for good and bad rests on belief rather than nature is insane.”  

Epictetus, the slave, (cs. 50-138 B.C.) and Marcus Aurelius, the emperor, (121-180 B.C.) 

developed respectively the personal and the communal aspect of stoicism. The wise man, said 

Epictetus, must first of all determine what is in our power and what not. It is our attitudes toward 

events, not events themselves, that we can control. Hence we should be indifferent to good and 

bad fortune and practice control over ourselves. What is beyond our control is irrelevant to ethics. 

Marcus Aurelius conceived of the human community as the city of the universe, as later did St. 

Augustine and Henri Bergson (1859-1941). The universe is one great society of which all men are 

citizens in constant communication and mutual love. Stoic ethics approached Christian ethics, and 

Epictetus was believed to be a secret Christian. 

Christian Ethics. The ethics of Jesus infuses cosmic reason with divine love. The rigidity of 

law becomes the life of the spirit. External rules became inward compassion. Feeling one with all 

humanity, the family of man under the loving fatherhood of God, each man becomes a child, loved 

by the Creator of heaven and earth and thus infused with infinite power of loving his fellowman. 

Thus, Platonic participation in the realm of Ideas, Aristotelian realization of one’s essential nature, 

Stoic acceptance of universal reason, now become life-giving fulfillment of each and every man’s 

divine selfhood and infinite worth. Each man is worth as much as all Creation and saved if only 

he seeks his own salvation. Man becomes a being of unique and irreplaceable worth, of essential 

moral dignity, concentrating lovingly on his own and others’ infinite inner richness. “Love thy 

neighbor as thyself.” For Jesus, what counted were not norms, prescriptions, or systems but caring 

and compassion for suffering fellowmen. It was awakening the living dead to awareness and 

sensitivity. All systems and social norms, the whole apparatus of State and society, become 

irrelevant to the morality of the Christian. Blessed are the poor in spirit, they that mourn, the meek, 

those that hunger and thirst after righteousness, the merciful, the pure in heart, the peacemakers, 

they that have been persecuted for righteousness sake. Jesus= ethics is one of inwardness and 

integrity, humility and compassion. Paul contrasts more forcefully the bondage of the law with the 

freedom of Christian love. Jesus’ gospel was a revelation to the inarticulate masses slaving in the 

Roman Empire. To their masters, the imperial aristocrats, it was a message for slaves. 

Scholastic philosophy is based on Christian theology. The system and law returned in the form 

of dogma; but the conviction of the infinite worth of the human person never was lost, at least 

theoretically. In the Augustinian form, which reappeared in the Reformation and thence in 

Protestantism, the emphasis is on man the sinner, his irrational nature, whose salvation is not 

possible through his own effort but only through divine and unfathomable grace. In the Aquinian 

form, which is the basis of Catholicism, the emphasis is on man’s “blessed state as a child of God, 

his rational nature.” The three great names of scholastic ethics are St. Anselm, Peter Abelard, and 

St. Thomas of Aquinas. (St. Augustine’s ethic belongs to Patristic era, the philosophy of the 

Fathers of the Church). 



 

142 JOURNAL OF FORMAL AXIOLOGY  

 

St. Anselm of Canterbury (1033-1109) held that what is known by faith can be known by 

natural reason (Fides quaerens intellectum, Faith seeking rational understanding). God has not 

condemned all men to original sin in Adam’s fall, but punishes sin as a just father. Evil is not, as 

Augustine had taught, inherent in man but the absence of good, due to excessive or perverted desire 

of that which in due measure would be good. Man, truly free, perseveres in righteousness; he falls 

into sin only when he abuses his freedom. So long as will and reason remain sound, man retains 

his moral initiative. Peter Abelard (1079-1142) regards sin as man’s contempt of God, and its 

range and gravity as determined by man’s knowledge of God. Moral evil consists in proceeding 

contrary to one’s conscience. The ethics of St. Thomas Aquinas (1225-1275) is “the rationalistic 

naturalism of Aristotle but seen through a stained glass window.” Reason, St. Thomas agrees with 

Aristotle, is man=s distinctive capacity. In the perfect direction of our lives by reason consists the 

life of excellence. But reason is not sufficient to take us all the way to God; it needs the help of 

faith which alone leads us to the blessed insight of the divine order. Aristotle’s happiness, or well-

being, thus becomes beatitude, his philosophical life the saintly vision of the divine. By perversity 

of will we may turn away from the divine order, turning from the imperishable good to goods that 

perish, Sex is sin. Its evil lies in the inconstancy and misdirection of the will. Sin is unnatural, 

contrary to our truest nature yet deep within us. The desire for the perfect life in God is natural to 

man=s intelligence but only divine grace can lead this desire to blessed fulfillment. Higher than the 

classical virtues of prudence, justice, fortitude and temperance and the intellectual virtues of the 

soul, are the theological virtues, Faith, Hope, and Charity, which are granted to us only by the 

grace of God. 

Classical, Jewish, and Christian traditions were combined in the synthesis of the Ethics of 

Baruch Spinoza (1632-1677). He combined the notions of cosmic reason and divine love in the 

concept of the intellectual love of God. The whole of nature is a rational system, and this system 

is God (deus sive natura, God-or-Nature). All that exists, things; men, ideas are but aspects of 

infinite divinity (or nature). God-Nature is as it is; the good and evil of the world appears only 

from the viewpoint of finite creatures, not in the plan of the whole. What is useful to us appears to 

us as good, and what hinders us from possessing some good appears to us as evil. Once we relate 

our thought to God, these relative moral notions disappear, and we reach adequate knowledge. To 

fulfill our rational nature we must seek to understand the workings of God-Nature, fit ourselves 

into the infinite plan and participate in it. Each of us perseveres in his own essential nature and this 

will of self-preservation (conatus sese preservandi) is the driving power of each being. We are 

impelled by our passions but must clarify them for they too are but inadequate ideas. Being subject 

to them we are in bondage and unfree. Only when understanding God’s order are we free in 

acknowledgment of it. The intellectual love of God is the result of understanding that all things 

are necessary, and of realizing ourselves as part of God’s infinite plan. The wise man thus sees 

events under the aspect of eternity, sub specie aeternitatis. Spinoza’s ethic is a strictly systematic 

structure, more geometrico demonstrata, demonstrated in the geometrical manner. It works out 

man’s moral and psychological properties, his hates and loves, with the same scientific detachment 

as a geometrician the properties of circles and triangles. 

The scientific approach to ethics has remained an ideal until our day. It has remained largely 

unfulfilled because the nature of scientific thinking in ethics has not been as thoroughly examined 

as it has in natural science. There is no doubt that rationalistic ethics must culminate in a strictly 

scientific ethics. But this presupposes the metaethical task of articulating the kind of reason that is 

adequate for a science of ethics. In natural science, this reasoning was mathematical; in moral 

science it must be axiological. We thus have here another and fundamental task of axiology. 
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Spinoza used what he thought to be geometrical reasoning in ethics without, however, examining 

the structure of geometry. So John Dewey (1859-1952) used what he regarded scientific reasoning 

in ethics without however investigating the structure of science. As a result, his ethics is only 

superficially and empirically, but not formally, scientific. Dewey holds that the study of human 

behavior, especially in regard to moral values, has continued to follow outmoded methods while 

the best developed techniques of inquiry have been limited to the investigation of the physical 

world. The resulting discrepancy between our knowledge of physical nature and our knowledge of 

human nature is the problem of contemporary ethics. Man is a problem-solving organism 

constantly making adjustments to the changing conditions which confront him. Reflective 

thinking, which Dewey equates with scientific inquiry, is a satisfactory method of problem solving. 

Those ideas which are successful in resolving problematic situations are true, and those which do 

not are false (pragmatism). There is no difference in kind between the physical world and human 

nature; human nature is continuous with the rest of nature. Ethics is thus allied with physics, 

biology, sociology, law, and economics. Vices and virtues are habits developed during the 

interaction of the human organism and the social environment. All this, of course, drowns ethics 

in social science and makes it disappear. Truly moral phenomena like love, the dignity of the 

human person, evil, and value phenomena such as jealousy, grief, exaltation, and inspiration, are 

not taken into account. Dewey and ethical theories like his commit what G. E. Moore (below III, 

3) calls the “naturalistic fallacy.” 

(e) Self-Realization. The fifth and final theory of subjective material ethics regards as the seat 

of the moral, not any particular aspect of personality, but the whole person in his self-development. 

These theories are based on the conviction of the infinite value of man, articulated in the Hebrew-

Christian religion. Here, good and right consist, as in other ethics, in the fulfillment of a being, but 

the being in question is not an Idea as in Plato, an essential Form as in Aristotle, the Law of Nature 

as in the Stoics, or the Will as in Schopenhauer. It is a Self. A Self is everything these philosophers 

have mentioned, an Idea, a Form, a Law of Nature, a Will; but it is all this within its own 

consciousness. As a Self, I am an epitome of creation; the idea, the form, the law, the will of my 

own self I give to myself by my own free choice. Only if I choose to be moral will these features 

of my own Self correspond to the universal features mentioned. The law I give to myself, thus, 

will follow, and harmonize with, the law of nature. I will be universal, actualizing the infinite 

within my finite frame. 

This was most clearly expressed by Pico Delia Mirandola (1464-1494). Pico made man 

conscious of himself. A fallen sinner, an animal among other animals, just barely distinguished 

from them by his Arationality,@ a subject of the church and of princes, of theology and ideology, 

man emerged after Pico as the center of the Universe, the favorite of God, the proud creator of 

himself, the smasher of systems, both theological and political. Pico’s man is the variable of 

creation. He is, in composite fashion, whatsoever in God’s creation belongs individually to each 

and every thing. “God placed him at the midpoint of the world and spoke to him as follows: ‘We 

have given to thee, Adam, no fixed seat, no form of thy very own, no gift peculiarly thine ... A 

limited nature in other creatures is confined within the laws written down by us. In conformity 

with thy free judgment in whose hands I have placed thee thou art confined by no bounds. Like a 

judge appointed for being honorable thou art the moulder and maker of thyself.’” Thus began, in 

Renaissance ethics, the doctrine of man’s responsibility for himself and for the world. In 

consciousness of himself appeared his conscience. For Bishop Joseph Butler (1692-1752), 

conscience is the voice of our total nature. Our nature as moral beings is essentially manifested in 

the principle of reflection by which we become conscious of ourselves and pass judgment on what 
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we do. Butler gives a classic refutation of hedonism. Although pleasure accompanies satisfaction 

of desire it is not the aim of desire, which is always some particular object. Human desires and 

appetites are ethically neutral. The moral element appears with the necessity of their regulation. 

Self-love organizes one’s desires to promote his own best interests. Benevolence controls one’s 

appetites so as to further the public good. When self-love and benevolence conflict, the regulative 

principle of a higher order is conscience, which is the author of and authority for our moral 

obligations. It is morally integral consciousness, rationally shaping character in the activity of 

living. 

Søren Kierkegaard (1813-1855), in his book, Either/Or, contrasts two ways of life, the 

aesthetic in which man sensually, ironically, and never fully involved goes through the rounds of 

passions and fancies his environment affords, and the ethical, which is a life of chosen commitment 

to good or evil. The person rises to moral stature “by choosing himself” as his own raw material 

for self-development. “Here, then, he has himself as a task, in such a sort that the task is principally 

to order, cultivate, temper, enkindle, repress, in short, to bring about a proportionality in the soul, 

a harmony.... The aim of his activity is himself.” The moral is “that by which a man becomes what 

he becomes.” It is itself only one stage in man=s infinite progress of development. The next stage 

is the religious, where man comes face to face with God and, against all his mundane and even 

ethical reason, surrenders to the paradox of the divine, Kierkegaard=s is the ethics of religious 

existentialism. This was developed further by Paul Tillich (1886-1965). As for Kierkegaard, for 

Tillich sin is not something one commits but a state of estrangement from one’s true self. Man 

exists in a state of finitude, enveloped by darkly divined but not clearly recognized infinity. He 

feels estranged from some great unknown, some transcendent task demanded of him. He thus feels 

vaguely threatened in his existence, living in a state of anxiety. This existential anxiety is not to be 

confused with fear, for it has no object, while fear must have an object. Nor is it to be confused 

with neurotic anxiety, which has emotion, not existential reasons. Existential anxiety must be 

overcome by the courage-to-be, living fully the ultimate meaning of life and existence. What is 

needed is to be concerned ultimately, unconditionally, infinitely, to be wholly dedicated. If in the 

power and passion of such an ultimate concern we look at our finite concerns, everything is 

transmuted, transfigured into tranquility and understanding. For Kierkegaard, this transfiguration 

of the finite in the light of the infinite is achieved by the “Knight of Faith,” for Tillich, by the man 

of religious dedication. 

While religious existentialist ethics sees the human person in a meaningful cosmos, projecting 

his self-realization on to the infinite screen of transcendence, non-religious existentialist ethicists, 

such as J. P. Sartre (1905-1980), see no transcendent whole beyond man and no meaning in the 

world. Man is as contingent as the rest of what there is, with the added disadvantage that his 

consciousness is not a positive but a negative feature of Being, a “hole” cut within it by the distance 

necessary to know it. Life is not grace but affliction. Painfully, man makes what order he can of 

his life, making himself into what he wills to be, condemned to a liberty, the result of which is 

frustrating. All he can do is bear his lot. Value is nothing but the meaning each of us chooses for 

himself. In doing so we choose all humanity’s meaning. Thus we bear the responsibility for all, 

without support from an overall design. This overwhelms and anguishes us. For Sartre, existential 

despair arises from the opposite that it does in Kierkegaard: being forlorn in a Godless world, yet 

wishing to create meaning. In Kierkegaard, we are within God’s world yet unable to understand 

it. In both Sartre and Kierkegaard paradox arises from the incapacity of finite minds to comprehend 

the infinite. But in Sartre the infinite is immanent, in the fleeting moments of finite time, while in 

Kierkegaard it is transcendent, in God’s absolute otherness. In Sartre, self-realization is ultimately 
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meaningless, but in Kierkegaard and Tillich it is ultimately meaningful. Sartre’s is a pessimistic 

ethic, upside-down like Schopenhauer’s, and for the same reason, a lack of comprehensive vision, 

namely, not seeing the cosmic totality for the chaotic details of existence. 

 

2. Objective material ethics 

 

This kind of ethics abstracts from the individual and sees the moral in the total situation of which 

the individual is a part. This situation may be of all kinds: it may be the total situation of mankind, 

seen in any aspect, e.g., the evolutionary, or the historical, or the economic, as in dialectic 

materialism: or it may be whatever situation the individual finds himself in. 

(a) Evolutionism. Charles Darwin (l809-l882) shows in his Descent of Man, 1871, that of all 

differences between man and the lower animals the moral sense, conscience is the most important. 

As he had earlier traced in the higher animals the dim beginnings of intelligence, so now he shows 

in them the rudimentary beginnings of moral action: sociability, cooperation, gratitude, shame, 

devotion. As intelligence grows, so grows the moral sense. In man intelligence becomes 

consciousness, and in consciousness conscience, retrospectively disturbing in remorse and shame, 

prospectively directing and obligatory. Darwin’s ethic does not say, as vulgarly misunderstood, 

that might is right because it assures survival, and that man’s “morality” is that of the predatory 

animals. Herbert Spencer (1820-1903) develops Darwin’s theory. He considers the science of 

ethics as the study of the progressive stages of man’s adaptation to natural and social conditions 

of living. The higher the stage of evolution the less militant behavior becomes until, on the highest 

level, survival results from cooperation and mutual aid. At this stage it becomes moral; and this is 

the subject matter of ethics in the strict sense. At this stage, adds Bergson (1859-1941), the human 

individual emerges with a consciousness and a morality that transcend the terrestrial globe; and he 

launches himself into the community of all humanity throughout the universe. Mechanical 

technology becomes cosmic mysticism. 

 (b) Dialectic Materialism. What Darwin said of the species, Karl Marx (1818-1883) said, 

according to Friedrich Engels (1820-1895), of economic classes. History shows a succession of 

material conditions which determine the course of human institutions and ideas. In every historical 

epoch the prevailing mode of economic production and exchange, and the social organization 

necessarily following from it, form the basis upon which is built the superstructure of the political 

and intellectual institutions of that epoch. One epoch follows another dialectically, each system 

nurturing within itself its destroyer and successor: slavery - serfdom, serfdom - feudalism, 

feudalism - bourgeois capitalism, capitalism - communism. At communism Marx and Engels, 

illogically, detained history; but history is following its dialectic course, working out today its 

synthesis between the economic antithesis of capitalism and communism.  

Adam Schaff (1913-2006), a Polish Marxist philosopher, shows that the relation between base 

and superstructure has been treated by orthodox Marxism in a simplistic and mechanical fashion. 

Not only does the economic base influence the ideological superstructure, but also vice-versa, the 

latter the former. Schaff introduces the human individual as intermediary between base and 

superstructure. The system is influenced by the vagaries and dispositions of individuals. Though 

Marxist theorists have never explicitly said so, Marxism implicitly agrees that the human 

individual as a unique and unrepeatable aggregate constitutes a value. Alienation of the individual 

from state and society, in the name of which Marxists launched their revolutions, continues to exist 

in socialist countries. Far from withering away, as Marx had predicted, the State persists in the 

socialist system as the primary alienating force, an instrument of coercion, not only outward but 
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also inward directed. Thus morality, in Marx a function of the economic system, may actually be 

directed against the system. Leszek Kolakowski (1927-2009), another Polish Marxist, maintains, 

as does existentialism, the primacy of existence over essence, of the existing human person over 

abstraction. Thus, he condemns every sacrifice of an existing individual to an abstract historical 

future; it is immoral to sacrifice the present for the future. And to give up truth, self- respect, and 

moral values is to sacrifice the future itself. Our choices in life are not determined by a political 

system and its historiosophy, but by our moral sensitivity. No one is exempted from the moral duty 

to oppose a political system, a doctrine, or a social order, which he considers to be base and 

inhuman, merely because he believes them to be historically necessary. We must acknowledge the 

logical priority of social progress or of moral values, but not both. The historical laws are statistical 

and determine the behavior of an individual person as little as does a substance the behavior of an 

individual particle by that of the substance within which it exists. The free individual faces not a 

historical but a personal or existential future. 

 (c) Pragmatism. In ethics, this philosophy, like evolutionary and Marxist, adopts 

definitions of the moral in terms of adaptation to a dynamic process. But the process here in 

question is not the cosmic, the organic, or even the economic one, but rather the general social 

process. Good is the satisfactory resolution of the tensions that block the advance of this process 

in particular situations, and right is that which contributes to such solutions in line with the claims 

of all concerned. Good and right are understood by the individual in any given context, in part by 

what has been instilled in him by his social environment, and in part by his own reflective thought. 

John Dewey is the outstanding ethical pragmatist or pragmatical ethicist. Ethics for Dewey is not 

an abstract discipline but an integral part of life. Ethical philosophy an instrument of practical 

endeavor. 

 

II. Formal Ethics. 
 

Formal ethical theories do not deal with the situation, nor with the moral agent or any of his 

circumstances, but with the formal structure of any of these, the formal laws that rule the situation, 

the individual, or any of his circumstances, in their moral aspects. 

 

1. Normative Formal Ethics  

 

Immanuel Kant (l724-l804) concentrated on the law that rules the moral agent. It is not a 

psychological but a moral law, a maxim. A maxim is what determines a will to act; it is a principle 

of volition. Moral good lies exclusively in the will. Nothing in the world nor outside of it can 

possibly be conceived as morally good without qualification except a good will. What the good 

will bids us do is our duty. We do it because we ought to. An action done from duty has moral 

worth. This worth is in the maxim which determines it, not in its consequences or its purpose. The 

maxim, as the subjective principle of volition, is determined by a formal objective principle, the 

categorical imperative: Act only according to that maxim which you would want to become 

universal law. Thus, you should not lie, for you would not want this to become a universal law 

because if everyone lied there would be no truth and lying itself would be impossible. You would 

thus want a contradiction. Acting according to the categorical imperative you act autonomously, 

whereas acting by a purpose or circumstance you act heteronomously; your will would be 

determined not by yourself but by something outside. Kant bases ethics in man’s power of formal 

reasoning. 
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2. Natural Law  

 

Natural Law ethics is based on what is regarded as the formal structure of the universe in its moral 

aspect. Just as there are the mathematical laws of nature, so there are its moral laws. The natural-

law tradition in ethics goes back to the Stoics, especially Cicero, for whom the laws of morality 

are imbedded in the laws of the universe. From these the notion was taken up by the Patristics, (the 

Fathers of the Church) and by St. Thomas Aquinas. It finally entered the legal theory of absolutism 

in Samuel Pufendorf (1632-1694), who still identified natural law with the divine will, as did the 

Fathers, and as does its present-day representative Jacques Maritain (1882-1973). For Pufendorf, 

as later for Kant, the science of morality “is within the reach of the most ordinary capacities,” 

namely of man=s God-given reason. The Law of Nature flows from man’s unperverted reason and 

embraces every man. It is Christian love sublimated into norms. It is to pervade all actions and 

institutions and to correct injustices that arise where the positive law of states and societies leads 

to iniquities. Unfortunately, it is an ideal rather than a reality. Its “norms” are not articulated in a 

consistent system. To bring this about, again, is a task for axiology. 

 

3. Axiological Formal Ethics (Value Ethics)  

 

This kind of ethical theory holds that moral value is only one kind of value and that this kind 

cannot be defined unless one knows what is value in general. It therefore sees Ethics as a specific 

field of value theory and tries to discover the formal laws which rule any moral situation. Max 

Scheler (1874-1928) regards values as independent existents, as are colors. I may talk about red as 

a pure color in the spectrum without conceiving of it as the covering of a surface. All experience 

concerning good and bad presupposes a basic and previous knowledge of good and bad. Values 

are imbedded in, but independent of, actions: they are a priori qualities, independent of persons’ 

judgments. Even if love were never judged good or murder evil, they would still be good and evil, 

respectively. Values are not ideal objects such as numbers and geometric figures; nor are they, as 

in Kant, a priori forms of pure reason. They are a priori forms of value consciousness, a special 

capacity within us. They are, says Scheler, materially not formally a priori. Nicolai Hartmann 

(1882-1950) also bases ethics on axiology. Values are essences subsisting independently of the 

mind which knows them. They are, as in Scheler, discovered by an emotionally tinged a priori 

intuition, independent of things and ideas. Values have a tendency to appear in reality, an “ideal 

Ought-to-be.” When they appear in the reality of persons and human life they form the phenomena 

of morality (phenomenology of morals). Moral values are not relative but absolute, like those of 

mathematics or logic, but sui generis. Once the feeling of value has grasped the meaning of value 

it cannot feel differently. It cannot regard good faith as wicked, or cheating as honorable. The 

realm of moral values is axiologically structured and of great complexity (axiology of morals). 

 

III. Metaethics. 

 

Max Scheler and Nicolai Hartmann see ethics within a matrix of general values, and thus view it 

from a point beyond (meta) ethics. Their ethics is based on metaethics. Metaethical theories 

themselves, though they deal with ethics, need not develop any ethics; it is enough for them to 

stake out the norms and judgments which an ethics ought to contain. Metaethics is a part of 

Axiology; but axiology, since it deals with any value science, not just with ethics, is more than 
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metaethics (e.g. it is also metaaesthetics, metapsychology etc.). There are four principle kinds of 

metaethics, those of logical positivism, emotivism, intuitionism, and formalism. 

 

1. Logical Positivism  

 

For this school, moral judgments are nonsense. Moral predicates such as ‘good,’ ‘bad,’ are mere 

expressions of emotions. Hence ethics is a branch of psychology. Value judgments, moral 

propositions, do not even state anything about feelings, they only vocalize feelings, like an outcry 

or a hum. For Rudolf Carnap (1891-1970) only the propositions of mathematics and empirical 

science have sense. Ethical propositions either belong to the science of psychology when 

descriptive, or they are imperatives grammatically, sometimes posing as assertive propositions 

deceiving philosophers. A value statement is a command in a misleading grammatical form. It 

does not assert anything and can neither be proved nor disproved. Ethical statements are 

meaningless. A. J. Ayer (1910-1989) holds that moral philosophy is the study of the definitions of 

the moral predicates (‘good,’ ‘bad,’ etc.). These definitions must be sufficiently empirical to 

indicate ways in Awhich the truth or falsity of an ethical statement could be demonstrated in terms 

of sense experience. Ethical terms are unanalyzable because they are pseudo-concepts. Ethical 

language is emotive, expressing the feelings of the speaker or trying to get others to feel as he 

does. They tell us nothing concerning facts and have no conceptual meaning. 

 From the point of view of ethical philosophy, the teaching of this school is nonsense. Natural 

science is only one way of seeing the world, and, as E. Husserl (1859-1938) has shown, it is by no 

means the most meaningful way. To make it the exclusive standard of meaning is as dogmatic as 

was the attitude of the Church when it made moral propositions the exclusive standard of meaning 

and Galileo’s propositions about the universe meaningless. In terms of G. E. Moore (see below, 

3), this school commits the naturalistic fallacy. 

 

2. Emotivism 

 

 C. L. Stevenson (1908-1979) agrees in general with Ayer’s analysis but held that emotive 

expressions, especially in ethical dispute, are not all nonsense. He worked out an application of 

the principles of logical positivism to ethics which recognizes at least some significant meanings 

in ethical statements. Persuasive language has many legitimate uses and emotive meanings. 

Though lacking the empirical verifiability to qualify as knowledge, it is not identical with confused 

meaning but in many ways parallels cognitive meaning. 

 

3. Intuitionism  

 

This school goes back to Plato and forward off and on through the centuries. Lord Shaftesbury 

(1671-1713) held that moral judgment is one of direct perception, and that the moral sentiment is 

a sense analogous to sight and taste. We perceive right and wrong, good and evil, better and worse 

as directly as we perceive red and green, bitter and sweet. Henry Sidgwick (1838-1900), who was 

a utilitarian on an intuitionist basis, held that we have the power of seeing clearly that certain kinds 

of acts are right and reasonable in themselves apart from their consequences. Similar doctrines 

were developed, independently, by the Austrian F. Brentano (1838-1917) and the Spaniard Jose 

Ortega y Gasset (1883-1955). G. E. Moore (1873-1958) turned intuitionism in a rationalist 

direction. The essence of good can be grasped by immediate insight, in such clarity that a science 
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of ethics can be based upon it. Good is a unique simple object of thought which has fallaciously 

been confused with other objects such as pleasure in Hedonism, the will in Kant, reason with the 

Stoics, emotion with the positivists, etc. This fallacy Moore calls the naturalistic fallacy. Good is 

indefinable, as is the perception of yellow; or, at least, it ought not to be defined lest the definition 

give rise to contradictions. Good is good and not another thing. Two things are true of goodness: 

(l) it depends only on the intrinsic nature of the thing which possesses it, and (2) though this is so 

it is yet not itself an intrinsic property. It is sui generis but somehow reflects the descriptive 

properties of the thing that is called good. 

 

4. Formalism 

 

This clue by Moore was developed into a science of formal axiology (formal metaethics). 

Following additional leads by William Wollaston (1679-1720), Max Scheler, Edmund Husserl, and 

Theodor Lessing (1872-1933), Robert S. Hartman (1910-1973) used the Moorean determination 

of good as the axiom of a science defining good and other values as subsets of the set of a thing=s 

properties. The dimensions of intrinsic, extrinsic, and systemic value were determined as 

cardinalities of these sets, and ethics was defined as the application of intrinsic value to persons. 

The advantage of formalist metaethics is twofold. One, it makes ethics into a consistent system 

and thus avoids the ambiguities inherent in the existence of unrelated and often contradictory 

ethical theories (Will vs. Apathy, Reason vs. Unreason, etc.) Secondly, it makes possible an ethical 

method by which moral situations can be analyzed in detail and acted upon accordingly. It thus 

makes ethics relevant. 
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MEMORIAL TRIBUTES TO FRANK G. FORREST 

Who Died On October 10, 2014 
 

Col. (Ret) Frank Goodwin Forrest, Ph.D., of Daytona Beach, Florida, died 

October 10, 2014, at his home, with his family at his side. A service of 

Remembrance with full military honors was celebrated on Wednesday, 

October 22, 2014, in Ormond Beach, FL. He is survived by his loving wife, 

Eunice C. Forrest, Daytona Beach, his son, Frank G. Forrest II and wife 

Mary, California, his grandson, Frank G. Forrest III, Missouri, three 

great-grandchildren, his sister, Brandon Rohr, Virginia, nephew, Thomas 

Fuquay, nieces, Nancy Saufl and her husband Joseph, and Susan Voges and 

her husband William, all of Ormond Beach, as well as several great nieces 

and nephews. 

 

 Frank was born July 2, 1915 in Brooklyn, New York, to 

Commander Charles B. Forrest and Mrs. Sally Simon Forrest. 

Although he came from a Navy family, Frank obtained his 

Bachelor of Science degree from the United States Military 

Academy at West Point, NY, in 1939. While attending West 

Point he was a member of the swim, diving, wrestling, and 

track teams. He was also a senior cheerleader and pistol 

sharpshooter. He received a diploma from the US Command 

and General Staff College, Fort Leavenworth, KA. 

 

 Upon graduation from the U. S. Military Academy, West 

Point, NY in 1939 he was commissioned as a 2nd Lt. in the 

Army. During his military career he served as an infantry 

officer and an Army aviator in various command and staff 

officer positions. This included service as an infantry company 

commander in the Aleutian Islands during World War II. 

During the Korean War he served as an infantry battalion 

commander and as a staff aviation officer. Frank retired from 

the Army in 1964 with the rank of Colonel and senior Army 

aviator rating. During his many years of service he received 

numerous decorations and rewards.  

  

 After retiring from military service, he then joined Embry 

Riddle Aeronautical Institute in Miami, Florida in April, 1964. 

In 1965, Frank played a major role in relocating the Institute to 

Daytona Beach, Florida, and then in planning and developing 

the new campus. He participated in the initial design and 

development of college level aviation education curricula, 

which lead to the transition of Embry Riddle from an institute 
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to an accredited university. He obtained a MS in Education from Stetson University, DeLand, FL, 

in 1969 and a Ph.D. from US International University, San Diego, CA in 1976.  

 

 During studies in connection 

with his doctoral dissertation, 

Frank became acquainted with 

Robert S. Hartman=s work in 

scientific axiology. He became 

a charter member of the R. S. 

Hartman Institute, Knoxville, 

TN, at its inception, and he 

attended its first annual 

meeting in 1977. After retiring 

as Vice President of Embry 

Riddle in 1979, Frank devoted 

most of his time and effort, 

aside from going fishing now 

and then, to studying Hartman’s works and writing about the science of value. He served on the 

Institute’s Board of Directors for many years and was an Emeritus member of the Board at the 

time of his death. He concentrated on applying axiological science to ethics. The discipline that 

evolved from his effort is called valuemetrics, and the title of his published textbook relative to 

this subject is Valuemetrics: The Science of Personal and Professional Ethics, Amsterdam: 

Editions Rodopi, 1994. He also contributed articles to several books published by the Robert S. 

Hartman Institute and to our Journal of Formal Axiology. 

 

 In the late 1980s and 1990s Frank 

conducted courses in valuemetrics-

based military ethics for ROTC 

cadets at Embry Riddle. This 

included executing field experi-

ments that compared the value 

vision development results of his 

course with the prescribed military 

ethics course. These experiments 

revealed that persons who studied 

value-metrics gained a significantly 

improved change in their value 

vision acuity, while those who took 

the prescribed traditional course in 

military ethics experienced no change. The measurement instrument designed by Frank to use in 

these experiments, the “Value Vision Chart,” was a derivative from the Hartman Value Profile. 

He replicated this research in 1995 and early 1996 with members of the Basic Law Enforcement 
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Course at the Daytona Beach Community College Criminal Justice Training Center, and he 

obtained the same results. 

 

 Based on his experience in teaching valuemetrics and on feedback from his students, Frank 

decided to write a simplified version of his valuemetrics textbook C Ethical Decision Making for 

the 21st Century, self-published, 2001. This volume was the class text in a course in professional 

ethics offered by the Daytona Beach Community College Department of Business Administration. 

A college faculty member there was the instructor. During the five-year period of this course, 

Frank made a class appearance every school term. He also conducted a short interview with each 

student at the end of the term, all of whom had completed the course pretest and posttest with the 

HVP derivative. The average class pretest/posttest scores revealed a significant improvement in 

the student=s value vision in every class. The student=s favorable comments during their end of 

course interview with Frank reinforced his conviction of the significance of axiology and its 

applications. 
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FAMILY TRIBUTES 

 

EUNICE FORREST 

 

 I met Frank at Embry Riddle Aeronautical University (ERAU) and we dated for about two 

years knowing all along that we were truly meant for each other. We had a beautiful wedding and 

were fortunate to have had over 48 years of pure joy together.   

 It was an honor to be married to a full Colonel and ERAU Vice President with a PhD in philos-

ophy, but most of all to be married 

to a wonderful, kind, and amazing 

husband. I have so many great 

memories of our years together. 

Frank was always an athlete, 

starting back at his time at West 

Point. He loved to swim and dive 

and was frequently seen in the 

pools and ocean here in Daytona 

Beach. We often went duck 

hunting and fishing all over the 

state of Florida. What a wonderful 

time we had together.   

 We traveled all over North 

America together and I have so 

many fond memories of those 

times. He would plan different 

routes to travel so that we could 

take in many different and 

exciting sights. Several years we 

lived on our boat and Frank was 

always planning trips on different 

waterways. Most of all, as a 

licensed pilot, he loved to fly. I 

was always happy to be at his side 

when he was flying. 

 Frank loved the water and was an 

avid surfer from the time he lived 

in Hawaii as a young man. Living 

in our home on the ocean, he continued to surf for many years and always amazed the locals!   

 Towards the end of his life he worked many hours on his computer. He used to write me 

personal computer cards for every holiday. These notes and poems would rival Hallmark! I will 

treasure them always. Frank had a wonderful, long life until the cancer took him from us. I loved 

my darling Frank and cherish every day we had together. 
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NANCY SAUFL, Niece, Family Tribute  
 

Our uncle, Frank G. Forrest, was a wonderful human being who was adored and loved by all of 

our family. He was a husband, son, brother, father, grandfather, uncle, and in-law who cared deeply 

for others. He never ceased to inquire about one’s health and well-being, while never complaining 

about anything that might have been on his mind or any aches or pains he may have been 

experiencing himself. Even when the cancer got so bad during the last few months of his life he 

hesitated to complain or take the pain medication. 

 Uncle Frank loved to cook and eat a good meal at home. He also always enjoyed going out to 

dinner. You’ve never seen anyone enjoy a filet mignon or a rack of baby back ribs like our Uncle 

Frank. In addition, he loved a good cookout and would relish anything from the grill. At 

Thanksgiving we all knew to save the turkey legs for Uncle Frank. It was a family tradition. We 

all know how much he loved the outdoors, whether he was hunting, surfing, swimming, or fishing. 

When we were younger he designed his own fishing boat and spent many hours on the water with 

the guys. Always conscientious of his health he exercised every day even as he aged. When he 

could no longer walk the beach or swim in the pool he began climbing the stairs—15 flights per 

day!  

 A true gentleman, he always showed deep respect for everyone he encountered. Never with a 

raised voice or an argument. He was always calm and rational and put great thought into all of his 

advice and guidance. He truly was a stabilizing part of our family. His quiet demeanor could be 

deceiving at times because he was a man of true conviction and wanted everyone to do the right 

thing, the right way, every single time. He could get his point across with rational discussion and 

we all respected and appreciated his input and life lessons.  

 Uncle Frank never failed to send a birthday or holiday greeting. There was always a card, an 

email, or a phone call with a caring and sincere personal note. It was an honor to have this kind 

and gentle man, who served his country and made a difference in the lives of others in so many 

ways, as part of our family. And we never failed to celebrate his birthday with his favorite ice 

cream cake!! We miss him greatly but will always have his love in our hearts 

 

 

 

 

TRIBUTES FROM OTHERS WHO KNEW, RESPECTED, AND LOVED FRANK 

 

STEVEN C. BYRUM 

 

Frank Forrest continually made the entire work of RSHI richer with his insights and, even more, 

with his presence. It was always a great pleasure to be with him personally and share in 

the countless communications we had across the years. What an exceptional opportunity to cross 

paths with him. 

 Frank was the greatest! Although we disagreed over the transfinite, we remained great friends, 

and I had many fine phone conversations and e-mail communications with him over the years. The 

world will be a poorer place without him, and so will the Hartman Institute. 

 

 



 

158 JOURNAL OF FORMAL AXIOLOGY  

 

GILBERTO CARRASCO 

 

Frank Forrest was a hero of formal axiology, and a great person too. I knew him since 1983, where 

we met at the wonderful RSHI Conference held in Hartman’s library in Cuernavaca, Mexico. I 

remember the great conversation with David Mefford, John Davis, Ricardo Ortiz, and Mario 

Cardenas about the Frank’s ideas on the calculus of value applied to the HVP. Great and incredible 

moments! 

 As a graduate of West Point, he saw the power of the natural science in action in WWII, and 

he decided to change its route, to work all his time with great passion to develop a science applied 

to goodness, the math of formal axiology applied to the field of ethics field, to make a better world. 

 His contributions made in his books, his work to spread formal axiology as a teacher, his work 

in the Board of the RSHI, and his kindness have been great examples for me, and for the next 

generation of axiologist, I’m sure. 

 I am praying for him and Eunice. 

 

REM B. EDWARDS 

 

From the earliest meetings of the Robert S. Hartman Institute in the late 1970s, I knew Frank 

Forrest as a dedicated Board Member, and as our most thorough and brilliant advocate and 

developer of transfinite mathematics and set theory as applied to Hartman’s formal axiology. 

Those of us who heard his regular insightful presentations at our annual conferences easily 

recognized that he was actually carrying forward Hartman’s largely undeveloped suggestions 

about creating an axiological calculus that could be used to compute and resolve value issues and 

disagreements. During his presentations, and throughout our long and deep friendship, Frank and 

I had many great debates. Frank certainly recognized and practiced the importance of honest, 

serious, and respectful intellectual disagreements, while remaining great friends. Although I 

always had grave doubts about Hartman’s “the infinite value of man,” I also knew that if anyone 

could actually complete Hartman’s project of developing a transfinite value calculus, it would be 

Frank Forrest. I did everything I could possibly do to encourage and enable him to take this project 

as far as he possibly could. He was clearly the most qualified person for the job. In 1994, as Editor 

of the Hartman Institute Axiological Studies Rodopi book series, I published his first book in 

axiology, Valuemetrics: The Science of Personal and Professional Ethics. He was able to do truly 

remarkable things with the transfinite calculus that he developed and showed us how to apply. 

Frank and I also had a lively and enlightening debate on “Ten Unanswered Questions” about 

axiology in Chapter Six of Formal Axiology and Its Critics, 1995. 

 Frank was a true “gentleman and a scholar” in the very best sense of the phrase. He was also a 

treasured and devoted friend. Over the years, we had many lively and enlightening telephone 

conversations and email exchanges, and we visited together several times during our vacation trips 

to Florida. At least twice, my wife, Louise, and I visited with him and Eunice in their 15th floor 

condo, overlooking the Atlantic Ocean in Daytona Beach, Florida. On one of our trips to Florida, 

he and Eunice joined us for a very nice lunch at Captain Jack’s Restaurant in St. Augustine. On 

another visit, they took us out for a very elegant lunch in Daytona Beach. At another time, he and 

I spent a great day together surf fishing at his favorite surf fishing hole in Painter’s Hill, Florida.  

 Both the world and the Hartman Institute are much poorer without him. Thank God for Frank! 
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ARTHUR R. ELLIS 

 

Dr. Frank Forrest was among that group of Hartman enthusiasts whom I met in the initial 

gatherings of the Hartman Institute. For years he presented us with stimulating thinking about the 

problems of transfinite math and his attempts at solutions – always with the attitude that the work 

was not finished, and always inviting input. In casual conversation he would talk about fishing 

from his favorite pier in Florida with note pad in hand while he pondered deep issues. Col. Frank’s 

Army career background gave a sense of discipline, but without any edge of severity. He liked to 

be physically active to keep fit and would run and ride his bicycle on Daytona Beach. On days of 

bad weather, he would climb up and down the stairs to the 15th story condo in the building in 

which he and Eunice lived. A few years ago (when he was in his 80s) he told me that his legs hurt 

when he descended the steps, so he would ride the elevator down and walk up the 15 floors several 

times for exercise! Charlotte and I always tried to connect with Frank and Eunice when we were 

in Florida, often meeting for dinner or visiting at their condo. He was always eager to share his 

latest thoughts, but being the consummate gentleman he was (in all circumstances), he always 

“asked permission” by saying “would you be interested in looking at my latest….” Frank leaves 

us a legacy of Formal Axiological application through his courses and writings in ethics. He was 

ever striving to make the value decision-making aspect accessible and applicable. 

 Though I greatly admired his intellect and enjoyed the rich discussions, what I remember most 

fondly is the warmth, the gentle spirit, the smiling face, and the twinkling eye. How fortunate I 

have been to have encountered this remarkable person and to have called him “friend.” 

 

MARK A. MOORE 

 

I knew Frank from the time of the first Hartman Conference and we became friends. When I moved 

to Richmond, VA to work with Axionics, Frank was there too, working with Kurt Kaltreider. This 

is where I first became interested in axiological applications to financial markets (an interest I still 

pursue today). In the course of our very long friendship, Frank and I went separate intellectual 

ways. Frank pursued the transfinite algebra which Bob Hartman first developed, and I followed a 

different course of finite axiology. Our intellectual differences were always conducted with great 

mutual respect and support. While keeping with the purity of Hartman’s work, Frank was always 

kind and supportive of my efforts at a “new beginning.” Frank was a realist and never shied from 

the difficulties transfinite algebra brings to axiological calculation, referring to it as a “blunt 

instrument.” He never compromised with patches and fixes but rather always remained a staunch 

purist. Frank always enjoyed our intellectual sparring and knew well my abiding respect for 

Hartman’s work. Frank has earned my greatest respect for his purity and clarity of taking 

Hartman’s basic algebra to unimaginable places. Frank’s development of Hartman’s algebra is a 

gigantic work and represents a grundlagen of formal axiology. Let us all remember and praise this 

kind, intelligent, and determined man. Our world is a sadder and emptier place today. I have lost 

a dear friend. 

 

LEON POMEROY 

 

Our 35 years of friendship left me feeling like a brother. Like many I visited Frank in Florida and 

always looked forward to seeing him at Knoxville. We seldom missed meetings. My respect for 

him only grew over the years! Like others I admired his passion for axiological science as a 
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military man, a Colonel, a West Point Graduate, and Ph.D. I enjoyed his discussions of set theory, 

his method of scoring the HVP, his willingness to critically assess Hartman’s contributions, and 

his great interest in teaching young people axiology as seen in the course he developed for a Florida 

community college. I admired his dignified, courtly manner. The man had class! I’m still 

processing the shock over losing my friend. I loved him. He was among those attending in 

Knoxville to whom I was the closest. More than anyone he gave me a sense of belonging and 

solidarity with others. He made me feel I was where I wanted to be doing something that was 

important. He had carefully read Abraham Maslow and other psychologists, and we often spoke 

of them. For the past two years whenever Frank called me at home I put aside whatever I was 

doing and we talked as long as he wanted to talk. We talked about what he would call “our project.” 

For the past two years we have been collaborating on a manuscript we hoped to publish and one 

day make the basis for a seminar. We dreamed, always knowing that time might run out. But then 

that didn’t matter. We simply enjoyed talking about what interested the two of us and how the 

draft of a manuscript could be improved with my help. I agreed to work with Frank mostly out of 

a desire to cheer him up and keep him busy while he was homebound and struggling with medical 

issues. The voice at the other end of the phone was always strong and uniquely Frank. He was 

always articulate and well-spoken in a manner that pleased my wife. His enthusiasm for what he 

called “our project” was good for him and me. He wanted to reach the wider world with it and 

pursue educational goals much as he had done at Embry Riddle and at the community college in 

Florida. He was always looking for the correct way to turn a phrase and clarify a concept. It pleased 

me that I could cheer him up by taking his calls, and I wish I could have done more. My revisions 

and suggestions were never as profound as his mastery of the mathematics of value theory, and I 

got as much out of those calls as he did. It was a labor of love for him and an excuse to speak over 

the phone often. I’m pleased to have known Frank for so many years, and to have been there for 

him towards the end. He was that kind of guy. You wanted to be with him. At the meeting in 

Mexico in 1983, I presented data evaluating his method of scoring the HVP. That was the 

beginning of a beautiful friendship. May his spirit soar! 

 

DAVID and VERA MEFFORD 

 
David and I met Frank in 1977 at the very first Hartman Institute Conference in Knoxville, TN, 

and we formed an immediate friendship. His dedication to learning all he could about Axiology 

was passionate, and we had hundreds of discussions about how to best apply value science to ethics 

over the years. His life’s work and the courses he developed enriched his students and greatly 

improved their value vision, which Frank proved empirically. We often visited Frank, Kurt 

Kaltreider, Nick Skinner, and Mark Moore in Richmond, VA during the 1980s, and we also spent 

time with him and his wonderful wife, Eunice, at their home in Daytona Beach. It feels like 

yesterday when Frank told us, “I have a great treat in store for you tonight.” He was an avid 

fisherman and had made a catch of fresh pompano that morning, which he marinated and grilled 

to perfection. Frank was an exemplary officer, axiologist, and gentleman – as well as a true role 

model of self-discipline, kindness, and respect for others’ points of view. He was never afraid to 

take a risk or tackle big problems, had a terrific sense of humor, and lived a life full of adventure. 

David and I treasured his friendship over the many decades, and we are grateful that our paths 

crossed. The Hartman Institute and the world is a richer place thanks to Frank’s contributions and 

the legacy he leaves behind.  

 


